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INTRODUCTION 


AZA GOUDRIAAN AND FRED VAN LIEBURG 


On 6 and 7 April 2006, an international conference was held in the 
city of Dordrecht (or Dordt for short), the Netherlands, under the title 
“Re-examining the Synod of Dordt, 1618-1619.” The conference was 
organized by the editors of this volume on behalf of the Faculty of 
Philosophy of Erasmus University Rotterdam and the ReLiC Centre 
for Dutch Religious History at VU University Amsterdam. More than 
thirty scholars gathered for two days in Het Hof (The Court), a former 
Augustinian monastery in the oldest town of the former county of Hol- 
land. 

This was indeed a historical conference on a historical site. Dating 
from the thirteenth century, and rebuilt after a fire in the early six- 
teenth century, the Augustinian monastery was led by the prior Hen- 
drik van Zutphen from 1515 to 1519. He then left Dordrecht for Wit- 
tenberg to study with Martin Luther and became an advocate of the 
Reformation movement in Europe. After several stays in Antwerp and 
Bremen, Van Zutphen died at the stake in Meldorf in Dithmarschen in 
1524. 

However, the monastery is known in particular for its role in the Dutch 
Revolt and the origins of the Dutch Republic or the United Provinces. 
In 1572, a number of cities opposing the King of Spain held an illegal 
meeting of the States of Holland under the leadership of Prince William 
of Orange in this building in Dordrecht, in the former refter (dining 
room) on the ground floor, now called Hall of the States. Simply put, 
we can say that the political existence of what is now the Kingdom of the 
Netherlands began at this site. 

In 1574, from 15 to 28 June, the refter was also the location of the 
first Reformed synod after the Revolt, the so-called Provincial Synod of 
Holland and Zeeland. It was held under the leadership of Caspar van 
der Heyden, who had also presided at the Synod of Emden in 1571, the 
meeting of Dutch Reformed churches in exile. In 1578, from 3 to 18 
June, the first national synod in the Netherlands was held in Dordrecht 
too, in the St. Jorisdoelen, a building in the Steegoversloot, at a short 
distance from Het Hof. A year earlier, on 25 June 1577, delegates of the 
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Walloon churches had also held an organizational meeting in Dordrecht, 
marking the beginning of the separate organization of this denomination 
of Reformed exiles in the Netherlands. 


After the Synod of The Hague in 1586, no further national synods were 
allowed by the States General, except one: the Synod of Dordrecht in 
1618-1619. The long run to this event started in 1602 with a theologi- 
cal dispute between two professors of the university of Leiden, Jacobus 
Arminius and Franciscus Gomarus, on the doctrine of predestination 
concerning God's eternal decrees to elect some people to salvation and 
damn others to punishment. The academic debate soon extended to 
church life and reached the domain of politics before 1610, when the 
Arminians (after Arminiuss death in 1609) asked the government for 
freedom to preach and teach their opinions. They summarized five points 
of their doctrinal position in a Remonstrance to the States of Holland 
(1610). This was followed by a Contra- Remonstrance of their orthodox 
Reformed opponents in 1611. The controversial points included divine 
predestination, the scope of the atonement by the death of Jesus Christ, 
human depravity and conversion, the efficacy of grace, and perseverance. 
However, the debates between Remonstrants (Arminians) and Contra- 
Remonstrants involved more, both theologically and politically, than 
only the five doctrinal Articles that became dominant during the con- 
troversy. 

The discussion about the confessional space of the public church 
touched an open nerve in the society of young Dutch Republic. Was 
the Reformed church just the re-organized Christian church for all the 
people, or should the Reformed church consist only of committed church 
members who faithfully adhered to ‘Reformed’ doctrine? Furthermore, 
there was an international dimension because of the war with Spain, 
which was to be reopened in 1621 following the Twelve Years Truce 
of 1609. With eyes on an inevitable clash of the Roman-Catholic and 
Protestant power blocks in Europe, political unity and religious concord 
was a life and death matter for the Dutch state as such. On this point there 
was strong opposition between the Republics two top leaders—Johan 
van Oldenbarnevelt as raadpensionaris of Holland and supporter of the 
Remonstrants, and Prince Maurice as stadholder of several provinces, 
chief commander of the States army, and supporter of the Contra-Re- 
monstrants. 

In 1618, the detention of Oldenbarnevelt and the dismissal of his 
civil soldiers by the Prince of Orange paved the way for an ecclesias- 
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tical assembly convened by the States General to seek a resolution of 
the issues. Although the cities of The Hague and Utrecht were consid- 
ered as locations for this synod, Dordrecht became the host town. Here 
the Synod was held from 13 November 1618 until 29 May 1619. The 
assembly consisted of three groups: the political delegates of the States- 
General; the Dutch delegates of the theological faculties (Leiden, Gronin- 
gen, Franeker, Harderwijk, and Middelburg) and nine ecclesiastical bod- 
ies (eight provincial synods and the Walloon synod); and the foreign 
representatives invited by the States General (pastors and professors from 
Great Britain, the Palatinate, Hesse, Nassau-Wetterau, Bremen, Emden, 
Geneva, and some Swiss cantons; French delegates were prohibited from 
going to Dordt by their king). 

The deliberations of the Synod included three stages. The 'pro-acta 
sessions were devoted to non-doctrinal matters, including catechism 
instruction, preparation for the ministry, the baptism of slaves, book cen- 
sorship, and a new Dutch Bible translation from the original languages 
(resulting in the Statenbijbel of 1637). After the arrival of Remonstrant 
representatives on 6 December 1618, the main issue of the Synod, the 
five Remonstrant Articles, came on the agenda. However, a meaningful 
theological discussion failed as the Remonstrants did not accept being 
cited before the Synod to have their views examined and judged; they 
wanted to be given the status of fellow delegates. After weeks of procedu- 
ral wrangling, they were expelled by the president, Johannes Bogerman, 
on 14 January 1619. In the following months, the Canons of Dordt, which 
condemned Arminian teachings, were composed. After the foreign del- 
egates had left, the national Synod continued in ‘post-acta’ sessions on 
13 May 1619, to deal with Dutch ecclesiastical matters, especially church 
order. In total the Synod comprised 180 half-day sessions. 


Regarding the local topography of the Synod, it is noteworthy that both 
the opening ceremony of the Synod of Dordrecht (13 November 1618) 
and the public presentation of the Canons (6 May 1619) took place 
in the Grote Kerk. The Synod meetings themselves were held in the 
Kloveniersdoelen in de Doelstraat, a side-street of the Steegoversloot, for 
a period of six and a half months. Special benches for over a hundred 
delegates were installed on the second floor of this building, which was 
normally used by a rifle association (schuttersgilde). 

Unfortunately, the Kloveniersdoelen in Dordrecht was demolished by 
the city fathers in 1857 to make room for a new prison (and in 1976 fora 
new building ofthe court of justice: at present the corner ofthe Doelstraat 
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and the Stek is the site where the Synod took place). Apparently, the 
nineteenth century was not the best age to observe memorial events on 
the Synod of Dordt. Liberal opinion was not keen on remembering the 
severe troubles in the Dutch church and society at the beginning of the 
Golden Age. After the rise of the Enlightenment and the separation of 
church and state during the French period in Dutch history, the heritage 
of the old confessional tradition was only cherished by a minority in 
Dutch Reformed Protestantism. Since the Secession of 1834 this minority 
became further fragmented in a number of different denominations. 
They remained proud of the Synod of Dordt, as is reflected in the Dutch 
Reformed slogan, “Wij strijden voor de Dordtse leer, omdat die is van 
God de Heer!" (We fight for the doctrine of Dordt, because it is from 
God the Lord!). 

However, times have changed and during the last decades and years 
we have seen a growing interest in the Synod of Dordt outside the inner 
circles of Reformed Christians in the Netherlands. At least in Dordrecht 
there have been activities of local chauvinism, such as the issue of a 
special historical coin in 2001, the publication of a popular booklet! in 
2004, and the organization of a small exposition in Het Hof in the fall of 
2005. 

On a national level, we see a revival of interest in general Dutch history 
as a part of what might be considered an identity crisis of the Dutch trying 
to redefine their place within worldwide developments and tensions 
regarding religion, society, and politics. There is an interest in so-called 
memorial places in the country, and among these the city of Dordrecht is 
a memorial site of Calvinism. A popular series of magazines about Dutch 
history was published under the title of “The 25 days of the Netherlands; 
and one issue was devoted to 13 November 1618, the opening day of the 
Synod of Dordt as a climax in the history of the Dutch Eighty Years War? 


The conference we organized in April 2006 was far from a public com- 
memoration of the Synod of Dordt. We will patiently wait for that until 
the years 2018-2019. Rather, our international conference should be 
seen as a scholarly preparation for such a momentous event, leading to 


1 Fred van Lieburg, De Dordtse synode 1618-1619 [Verhalen van Dordrecht, 1] 
(Papendrecht, 2004). 

? René van Stipriaan, De 25 dagen van Nederland: beslissende momenten uit de 
vaderlandse geschiedenis. Deel 10: 13 november 1618: De synode van Dordrecht (Zwolle, 
2005). 
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a reassessment which seems urgently needed in the historiography of 
the Synod. In fact, most Dutch scholarship on ‘Dordt’ is still based on 
the works of Herman Huber Kuyper and Hendrik Kaajan, who wrote 
ground-breaking studies about a century ago.? We observe with a feel- 
ing almost of envy that more has been done in the United States, as can 
be seen in the unpublished dissertations of Robert Godfrey and Donald 
Sinnema.* When in 1987 a Dutch book on the Synod was published at the 
occasion of the 350th anniversary of the Statenbijbel, little new research 
was undertaken with special reference to the Synod.° In the meantime 
several developments occurred in general religious history and historical 
theology which might also enrich the study of the Dordt Synod, for exam- 
ple, the revival of interest in Reformed scholasticism in the sixteenth and 
seventeenth centuries, a revival that has found such major instigators 
as Richard A. Muller (Calvin Theological Seminary, Grand Rapids) and 
Willem J. van Asselt (Utrecht University). 

In 2005 a major and very welcome contribution to research on the 
Dordt Synod was made by the British historian Anthony Milton of the 
University of Sheffield. He produced a critical edition of sources relat- 
ing to the British delegates at Dordt, preceded by a large and well- 
documented introduction.° In fact, the publication of this book provided 
the inspiration for this international conference. Aza Goudriaan, who 
was working on Arminian theology in the research project, ‘From Eras- 
mus to Spinoza: Classical and Christian Notions of the Self in Dutch Phi- 
losophy, Theology and Letters, got in touch with Fred van Lieburg, who 
not only works as a professor of the history of Dutch Protestantism but 
is also a local citizen of Dordrecht. 

We were happy to find a range of scholars working on related topics 
and willing to come to Dordrecht to participate in an international dis- 
cussion on current research. We were also grateful to procure financial 


? H.H. Kuyper, De Post-Acta of Nahandelingen van de Nationale Synode van Dordrecht 
in 1618 en 1619 Gehouden (Amsterdam, [1899]); H. Kaajan, De pro-acta der Dordtsche 
Synode in 1618 (Rotterdam, 1914); H. Kaajan, De groote synode van Dordrecht in 1618- 
1619 /(Amsterdam, [1918]). 

^ W. Robert Godfrey, “Tensions Within International Calvinism: The Debate on the 
Atonement at the Synod of Dort, 1618-1618; Ph.D. dissertation, Stanford University, 
1974; Donald Sinnema, "Ihe Issue of Reprobation at the Synod of Dort (1618-1619) in 
Light of the History of this Doctrine; unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of St. 
Michael's College, Toronto, 1985. 

5 W. van 't Spijker et al., De Synode van Dordrecht in 1618 en 1619 (Houten, 1987). 

$ Anthony Milton, ed., The British Delegation and the Synod of Dort (1618-1619) 
(Woodbridge, 2005). 
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resources to organize this conference in an inspiring ambiance. Acknowl- 
edgements are due to Erasmus University Rotterdam (the Vernieuwings- 
impuls project and the Trust Fund) and VU University Amsterdam (the 
Vereniging VU-Windesheim) for their substantial support of the confer- 
ence. The municipality of Dordrecht offered a fine dinner to the confer- 
ence speakers just as the city fathers did to the delegates to the Synod in 
1619. 

Invitations to speakers were not preceded by a call for papers or any 
systematic stock-taking of topics and research gaps in the historiography 
of the Synod of Dordt. A range of scholars in the field, brought together 
for this occasion, presented a cross-section of current research with 
a view to creating new contacts and stimulating further investigation. 
The papers have been revised for publication in this collection. Some 
scholars who offered papers but were unable to attend the conference 
have written articles that are also included in this volume. As a result, 
this mixture of case-studies reflects a balance of interdisciplinary work, 
ranging from historical theology and philosophy to cultural history, from 
philological to pictorial perspectives, from basic archival research to an 
assessment of the historiography. We trust this book will be welcomed by 
all those interested in early modern history and the tradition of Reformed 
theology and practice. 


GISBERTUS SAMUELS, A REFORMED MINISTER 
SENTENCED BY THE SYNOD OF ZEELAND IN 
1591 FOR HIS OPINIONS ON PREDESTINATION 


FRED VAN LIEBURG 


The Synod of Dordt of 1618-1619 is well known as the international 
meeting of Reformed theologians where the views of Jacobus Arminius 
and his followers were condemned. It established the Canones against the 
Five Articles of the Remonstrants, as these adherents were known after 
their protest (or “remonstrance”) to the States of Holland in 1610. For 
many years, the Contra-Remonstrants had called for a national synod 
in order to end the controversy, which had been injurious to the unity 
of church and state. Political approval from the States General was not 
received before 1618 and would never again be granted, out of fear of a 
lasting ecclesiastical schism. Only in 1816, when the church of the old 
Republic of the United Provinces was reorganised into a national church 
in the Kingdom of the Netherlands, was a general synod held again, this 
time in a spirit of indifference toward matters of dogmatic theology. 

Despite the great significance of the Dordt synod as the delimiter and 
guardian of Reformed truth, the fact remains that ecclesiastical decisions 
concerning the doctrine of predestination had already been made earlier 
in Dutch Reformed history. From the beginning, the standard for ortho- 
doxy on this issue was article sixteen of the Dutch (or “Belgic”) Confes- 
sion (Confessio Belgica) of 1561—the article that deals with God's eternal 
election of believers. At the national synods, held by the Dutch Reformed 
churches in 1578 (Dordrecht), 1581 (Middelburg) and 1586 (The Hague), 
it was decided that all ministers should sign the Confession, in an effort 
to achieve greater ecclesiastical and clerical unity, with the addition in 
1586 that every minister who refused to sign would be deposed.! 

Some ministers objected to subscribing to the Confession, especially 
with regard to article sixteen. In the Classis of Leiden, two ministers 
expressed reservations by submitting a written statement on the doctrine 
of predestination. In general, however, the Confession was signed by 


! EL. Rutgers, ed., Acta van de Nederlandsche synoden der zestiende eeuw (The Hague, 
1899; reprint Dordrecht, 1980), pp. 247, 390, and 498. 
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all ministers irrespective of their own private leanings, including those 
who later sided with the Remonstrant faction. Arminius himself had 
subscribed to the Confession in the Classis of Amsterdam in 1588. 
Afterwards, however, he stated that his erstwhile agreement pertained 
only to the words of the Confession, claiming the right to interpret the 
article for himself. It was for that reason that, after 1608, some classes 
specifically required candidates for the ministry to approve both the 
words and the accepted meaning of the Reformed creed. 

When the National Synod of The Hague met in 1586, it had to contend 
with the controversial ideas of Herman Herberts regarding, among other 
points, his view on the doctrine of predestination. Herberts had been 
a minister in Dordrecht, but had been deposed because of his refusal to 
preach from the Heidelberg Catechism. He found a new pulpit in the city 
of Gouda, at the time already known as “a gathering place of heritics.” 
At the 1586 synod, Herberts admitted that he was not in full agreement 
with the doctrinal standards of the church, expressing reservations about 
article sixteen of the Confession in particular. An agreement between 
Herberts and church authorities was only established in 1593, after a 
series of conferences with delegates from the provincial synod of South 
Holland. A declaration of reconciliation was read in the churches of 
Gouda, Dordrecht, Rotterdam, and Schoonhoven, an indication of the 
relevance of the topic to people in those communities.” 

In this article I demonstrate that as early as 1591, the provincial synod 
of Zeeland had already been confronted with a minister who objected to 
the sixteenth article of the Dutch Confession. The reason why this story 
has been overlooked in the literature until now is that the full acts of 
this synod were not recorded. We have only the final product, published 
as the Church Order of Zeeland, which regulated church life in this 
Dutch province for two centuries.’ The acts of the four classes of Zeeland 
make it clear, however, that there had been more under discussion at the 
1591 Synod of Zeeland than just the issues addressed in its published 
product. I have traced one such matter—which occasioned significant 
controversy—through the acts of the Classis of Tholen. It concerned 


? Rutgers, ed., Acta van de Nederlandsche synoden der zestiende eeuw (see above, 
n. 1), pp. 558-559; J. Reitsma and S.D. van Veen, eds., Acta der provinciale en particuliere 
synoden, gehouden in de Noordelijke Nederlanden gedurende de jaren 1572-1620, 8 vols. 
(Ihe Hague, 1892-1899), 3: 6 and 15-16. 

3 Reitsma and Van Veen, eds., Acta der provinciale en particuliere synoden (see above, 
n. 2), 5: 15-32. 
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a minister named Gisbertus Samuels (Gisbert Zammels or Gisbrecht 
Samuels).* His case might, on the surface, appear to be an unimportant 
abberation, yet a reconstruction of his career casts light upon the diversity 
of theological thought among Dutch Reformed clergy around 1590, as 
well as on the context in which Arminius began his career as a minister, 
a career which had so many repercussions for the church and its theology. 


Background and Career 


The first time Gisbertus Samuels comes into view in the documents is 
when he appeared with three fellow ministers in the Classis of Brielle 
in April 1584. They came from the Southern Netherlands and presented 
their ecclesiastical credentials. The documents Samuels carried came 
from both the church of Aalst and from the Classis of Dendermonde 
in Flanders. These four men were admitted by the assembly in Brielle 
as "qualified instruments to build up the house of the Lord in their 
communities and to show a good example in faith and love to others"? 
Unfortunately, we have no further information regarding the background 
of Samuels. Given the fact that he had a son who was a student in 1590, 
he must have been married around 1570 and was probably born in the 
1540s. Just like many clandestine adherents of Calvinism in Flanders 
at that time, he may have worked as an artisan while studying the new 
doctrines, as an aspirant to the ministry of the Word. Living in the town 
of Aalst, which fell into Protestant hands in April 1582, he witnessed its 
re-conquest by Parma in November 1583 and fled to the northern regions 
as did so many of the Protestants of the Southern Netherlands.* 

In the Classis of Brielle, Samuels found a Reformed pulpit in the village 
of Oude Tonge, where he appears in the records as a pastor in May 
1585. Although a minister had served in that church for six years, the 


4 Middelburg, Provincial Archives, acta Classis Tholen/Bergen op Zoom (hereafter: 
Acta Classis Tholen). In cooperation with archivist Huib Uil, I am preparing an edition of 
the acta of both the Classis of Schouwen-Duiveland and that of Tholen/Bergen op Zoom 
to 1621. This volume will be a counterpart to the edition by J. Bouterse, Classicale acta, 
1573-1620, IV: Provinciale synode Zeeland: Classis Walcheren 1602-1620, Classis Zuid- 
Beveland 1579-1591 [Rijks Geschiedkundige Publicatién, Kleine serie 79] (Ihe Hague, 
1995). I am grateful to Huib Uil for his assistance to me in the research for this essay. 

5 Brielle, Municipal Archives, Acta Classis Brielle, 9 April 1584, art. 1. The other 
ministers were Adriaen Jonckheere (Classis Waas), Pieter de Gietere (Classis Eeklo), and 
Aerent Timmerman (Classis Waas). 

$ H.Q. Janssen, De kerkhervorming in Vlaanderen, historisch geschetst meest naar 
onuitgegeven bescheiden, vol. 1 (Arnhem, 1868), pp. 35-38. 
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congregation was said to be in decline. Samuels was expected to rebuild 
the community in cooperation with the schoolmaster and the consistory 
members, and with the financial support of the magistrate. The results 
were, however, poor, as many conflicts soon arose and the classis failed to 
resolve the problems. Samuels wanted to leave but was persuaded to stay 
for six months." Then, on 14 April 1586, he asked for a letter of dismission 
from his classis, pretending he was unable to attend the session because 
of illness.? In fact, however, he was looking for another ministerial post, 
which he found just a week later on the neighbouring island of Tholen 
in the province of Zeeland. The Classis of Brielle was not willing to issue 
a testimonial before conducting an interview regarding the problems in 
Oude Tonge.’ 

The next congregation Samuels served was in the village of Scher- 
penisse, a church which had also experienced difficulties. The former 
minister, Gerardus Pauli, had been deposed by the Classis of Tholen 
because of his (im)moral conduct. In this difficult situation, the con- 
sistory of Scherpenisse took matters into their own hands. On 25 April 
1586, they asked Samuels to become their minister; he accepted imme- 
diately. The classis could only stand idly by. Scherpenisse did, however, 
require a favourable testimonial from the Classis of Brielle, which was 
never granted. The classis deemed it best to make an end to the arrange- 
ment between Samuels and Scherpenisse, which—absent the required 
letter from Brielle—had remained provisional. In November 1586, Sam- 
uels was no longer recognised as a member of the classis.!? In taking this 
action, church authorities, the members of the classis, were in agreement 
with the political authorities of the village, represented by Maria van Nas- 
sau, Countess of Buren. She was a daughter of the late Prince William of 
Orange, and lived at the time in the city of Delft in what was known as 
the “Prinsenhof? As the Lady of Scherpenisse, she had Samuels’s salary 
suspended in the meantime.!! 

This alliance was soon reversed, however. Samuels asked the Classis 
of Tholen for a personal examination and this church body reached a 
favorable conclusion. The classis did not find any malice or false doctrine 
in him. Samuels was even willing to subscribe to the Dutch Confession. 


7 Acta Classis Brielle (see above, n. 5), 20 May 1585; 15 July 1585; 2 September 1585. 

$ Acta Classis Brielle (see above, n. 5), 14 April 1586. 

? Acta Classis Brielle (see above, n. 5), 18 August 1586; acta Classis Tholen, 1 June 
1587. 

10 Acta Classis Tholen, 6 May and 9 June 1586. 

!! Acta Classis Tholen, 29 July, 1 September, and 27 November 1586. 
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A letter was written to the Countess of Buren asking for the prolongation 
of his ministry until a provincial synod could consider and adjudicate 
the matter. Now the countess opposed the classis, possibly influenced 
by a visit Samuels had made to Delft in which he had tried to justify his 
actions. In the meantime, the classis heard more and more reports of 
conflict incited by Samuels in the village of Scherpenisse.? In the end, 
the church decided to dismiss him from his post in September 1587, 
but many epistles were exchanged between Delft and Tholen before the 
Countess of Buren consented to his dismissal. !4 

Samuels emerged from the difficulties in Scherpenisse with a carefully 
formulated testimonial from the Classis of Tholen which enabled him 
to seek a new position in the Dutch Republic.? Soon the classis regret- 
ted this clemency; Samuels later reproached and vilified his former col- 
leagues. In the summer of 1588, a synodical meeting was convened in 
Middelburg by the four classes of Zeeland.! Initially, Samuels was not in 
attendance. He did, however, finally appear before the assembly which, 
after ample deliberation, made a twofold judgment. On the one hand, the 
assembly declared that Samuels had been correctly deposed on the charge 
of false opinions. On the other hand, the Classis of Tholen was censured 
for tolerating him as a provisional minister on the basis of a dubious tes- 
timonial. The classis was forced to admit to the Scherpenisse church and 
to the Countess of Buren that it had been wrong." The case now seemed 
to have been resolved, and the classis searched for a successor for the con- 
gregation in Scherpenisse. Samuels, despite an unpromising track record, 
was free to try his luck on the pastoral market of the Reformed churches 
in the Netherlands. 


Attempts at Reconciliation 


With the synodical decision of 1588, an interesting episode commenced 
in Samuels’ life, as he remained in Amsterdam for a number of months 


12 Acta Classis Tholen, 20 January 1587. The minister, Ephraim Dierckens, protested 
against this decision, but eventually withdrew his charge of false teachings and reconciled 
with Gisbertus Samuels. See Acta Classis Tholen, 2 and 3 March 1587. 

13 Acta Classis Tholen, 20 July and 21 September 1587. 

14 Acta Classis Tholen, 28 September and 7 December 1587; 18 January 1588. 

15 Acta Classis Tholen, 12 and 26 October 1587. 

16 Acta Classis Tholen, 9 May and 7 June 1588. 

17 Acta Synod of Zeeland, 5 July and 9 August 1588; cf. Reitsma and Van Veen, ed., 
Acta der provinciale en particuliere synoden (see above, n. 2), 5: 13-14. 
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between August 1588 and March 1589. This is evident from the records 
of the Classis of Tholen. This body received a letter from the consistory 
of Amsterdam declaring itself to be “united” with Samuels and insist- 
ing upon a reassessment of his case by the Synod of Zeeland.!? In a later 
report, Samuels is said to have travelled to Amsterdam “out of desire for 
dispute" after he had been removed from his ecclesiastical post the year 
before.? Apart from a letter of the consistory to the Classis of Tholen, 
the church records of Amsterdam do not reveal anything about discus- 
sions with Samuels. The contacts, therefore, must have been informal. 
Nonetheless, the reference to "disputes" is particularly important in light 
of later problems, as it became clear that his former “false opinions” 
had to do with the doctrine of predestination. It was precisely in this 
context—in Amsterdam in the summer of 1588, with this issue at the 
fore—in which Arminius began his ministerial career. It is important, 
however, in order to avoid any projection of later history into this early 
period, that we closely examine the associated facts and developments.?? 

In 1589, two ministers in Delft—Arent Cornelisz. and Reynier Donte- 
clock— published a treatise in Latin; it was a reply to an explanation by 
John Calvin and Theodorus Beza of the Epistle to the Romans regarding 
predestination.?! Opposing the supralapsarian views of these authorita- 
tive Reformed theologians, the Dutch authors defended an infralapsar- 
ian position. The book was addressed to the Franeker professor Martinus 
Lydius, who asked Arminius to write a defence of supralapsarianism. At 
that time Arminius was known as a learned man who had completed his 
studies at the Genevan Academy and returned to Amsterdam with a pos- 
itive testimonial from Beza himself. Arminius accepted the task, but— 
while reflecting on some of the assumptions underpinning the doctrine 
of predestination—began questioning some of the theological principles 
he had earlier accepted. He abandoned the plan to write the essay, but his 
new thoughts were revealed in sermons he delivered in 1592. These were 
criticised by his colleagues. What happened thereafter is well known, but 
not relevant to our examination of Samuels. 

Since Samuels was evidently eager to engage in debates about Re- 
formed dogma, he must have been keenly interested in these early polem- 


18 Acta Classis Tholen, 20 February 1589. 

1? Acta Classis Tholen, letter to Gisbertus Samuels, November 1589. 

20 Th. Marius van Leeuwen, Keith D. Stanglin & Marijke Tolsma, eds., Arminius, 
Arminianism, and Europe. Jacobus Arminius (1559/60-1609) (Leiden, 2009). 

21 See A.Ph.F. Wouters & P.H.A.M. Abels, Nieuw en ongezien. Kerk en samenleving in 
de classis Delft en Delfland, 1572-1621, vol. 1: De nieuwe kerk (Delft, 1994), pp. 149-150. 
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ics regarding predestination. From his earlier contacts in Delft, he might 
well have been acquainted with the pastors involved. During his stay 
in Amsterdam he could have been in touch with Arminius, although 
evidence therefor is lacking. Curiously, the church records do reveal 
that Arminius met the minister who preceded Samuels in Scherpenisse, 
Gerardus Pauli, who was subsequently deposed from the ministry yet 
again by the Classis of Amsterdam. Pauli had settled in Utrecht, where 
Arminius had frequent contacts with the local ministers. They reported 
to him with their observations regarding the personal activities of the 
wandering Pauli. It is not irrelevant to note that Pauli was, like Samuels, 
very keen to provoke public discussions about issues concerning the 
Christian faith. He entered into disputes with "Papists; for example, 
arguing for “the old tradition,” by which he meant the teachings of the 
Apostles and church fathers, rather than medieval theology.” 

Intriguing, finally, are the debates that were organised in Amsterdam 
between Calvinists and Mennonites in the winter of 1588-1589. The 
consistory records inform us of a series of meetings between members 
of the Reformed and the Flemish Mennonite congregations. The issue of 
predestination came up in the first meeting in December 1588 and was 
further discussed in a second meeting in January 1589.? Several months 
later, the Mennonites agreed to continue the debate on Sunday 18 June 
1589. Two Reformed laymen reported to the Amsterdam consistory that 
the dispute had no clear conclusion, claiming that “many words were 
used but our arguments were in no case disproved”? During the latter 
debate Samuels had already returned to Zeeland, but he could have been 
involved in the winter meetings, as he, too, was a Protestant refugee from 
Flanders interested in these matters. 

As observed above, the Classis of Tholen received a letter from Am- 
sterdam in February 1589 requesting a special synodical meeting about 
Samuelss case. The Tholen reply was that the classis felt itself unable to 


22 Amsterdam, Municipal Archives, Acta Classis Amsterdam, 1 August and 5 Septem- 
ber 1588. A letter which the classis had expected from Utrecht never arrived; ultimately, 
Pauli's place of residence was listed as unknown; see Acta Classis Amsterdam, 3 October 
1588, art. 5, and 17 April 1589, art. 5. 

23 Amsterdam, Municipal Archives, Acta Consistory of Amsterdam, 22 December 
1588, and 12 January 1589. The acta mention the participants Willem Barentsz, Barent 
Geeraertsz, Cornelis Jansen, and Walech Symerts. 

4 Acta Consistory of Amsterdam (see previous note), 8 and 22 June 1589 (the latter 
acta refer to Flemish Mennonites). 
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organise such a meeting and that the Amsterdam ministers had better 
beware of the dangerous ex-minister. Samuels himself again made an 
attempt to come to terms with the classis. This resulted in a meeting with 
several classical deputies in March 1589.” Subsequently, he also started 
negotiations with the Classis of Walcheren, the main classis in Zeeland, 
which was more willing to find a way to rehabilitate him. This classis, too, 
wanted to ask the Classis of Tholen to reexamine Samuels to determine 
whether he was likely to better himself.” In May 1589, Samuels person- 
ally sought contact with his former classis. Tholen continued to refuse 
to write to the other classes. From the moment it had received the repri- 
mand from the synod for prematurely accepting Samuels into its mem- 
bership, Tholen had considered itself a party in the dispute. 

In the following months there were several occasional and private 
meetings between Samuels and Reformed ministers in various towns in 
Zeeland. Throughout, he sought on the one hand to be reconciled with 
the church, and on the other to debate Reformed theology. Though he 
continued to seek a regular position as minister in a local congregation, 
he was himself an obstacle to such a restoration of his ecclesiastical 
standing. For example, he accused the ministers of the town of Tholen 
of having frustrated the appointment of his son as a teacher in the 
Latin school, an accusation that was denied by the school's headmaster. 
Nevertheless, the Reformed ministers continued to make themselves 
available for theological debate. When Samuels requested an interview 
with two ministers to talk about reconciliation, the classis agreed, on 
the condition that witnesses be appointed to keep notes of what was 
argued by both parties. At the same time, the classis issued a sharp epistle, 
pouring out the vials of wrath upon him for his inconstancy:?? 


You insist on being promoted as a pastor of the sheep of Christ, but 
you do nothing but divide and harm them by slandering, spreading false 
opinions, sowing dispute and discord ... Your promises are not reliable. 
You made a profession of faith everywhere before you became a minister, 
but you turned out to be unfaithful in Oude Tonge. You signed the Dutch 
Confession and displayed purity of doctrine in our classis, but the ideas 
you continued to harbor became clear in your teachings and examination 
in St. Maartensdijk in August 1588. Then you travelled to Amsterdam, 


?5 Acta Classis Tholen, 20 February 1589. 

?6 Acta Classis Walcheren, 10 April 1589; Bouterse, Acta classis (see above, n. 4), p. 435. 
27 Acta Classis Tholen, 1 May 1589. 

28 Acta Classis Tholen, 20 November 1589. 
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motivated by a desire for dispute, but your [true] leanings were revealed 
on 11 August 1589 in Bergen op Zoom. Finally, you professed again to 
have no disagreement with [established] doctrine when you talked with 
the ministers of Zuid-Beveland at the Scherpenisse market on 21 August 
but the way you maintained this opinion was revealed in the presence of 
several reliable witnesses in Tholen on 11 November. 


Eventually, a meeting was held on 22 January 1590, after Samuels had 
sent the classis another request for a friendly discussion. On that day, 
six ministers went to a private house in St. Maartensdijk to resume dis- 
cussions with Samuels. The conditions established for the previous con- 
ference notwithstanding, we do not read of witnesses or people taking 
notes at this gathering. The talks resulted in an intense theological dispute 
focusing on the issue of predestination. Samuels persisted in his opposi- 
tion to the ministers and no agreement was reached. In a single but signif- 
icant phrase, Samuels said "that he would believe the sixteenth article of 
the Dutch Confession nevermore, and that no ministers could bring him 
to do so??? From that point on, he and his colleagues went their separate 
ways. 

After his departure from Amsterdam, Samuels probably lived in Mid- 
delburg, a choice partly inspired by his good relations with the minis- 
ters of the Classis of Walcheren. In July 1589, he turned to the stand- 
ing committee of the States of Zeeland, the Gecommitteerde Raden, as 
an ex-minister requesting a yearly stipend. He was referred to the rent- 
meester der geestelijke goederen (Steward of Ecclesiastical Properties) at 
St. Maartensdijk.” In September 1590, an opportunity seemed to present 
itself for him to revive his ministerial career. In that month, Prince Mau- 
rice took the town of Steenbergen in western Brabant from the Spaniards, 
thus making possible the establishment of a Reformed church there 
which would belong to Zeeland in terms of ecclesiastical adiministration. 
Samuels sent a request to the Gecommitteerde Raden to which various 
church testimonials were appended. The Raden authorized the Classis of 
Walcheren to appoint Samuels as minister in Steenbergen if the members 
of the classis considered him suitable for the job.?! It did not happen; in 
1592 a different candidate received the Steenbergen post. 


2 Acta Classis Tholen, 22 January 1590. 

30 Middelburg, Provincial Archives, Archives of the States of Zeeland, inv. no. 471, 
resolutions of Gecommitteerde Raden, fol. 252", 14 July 1589. 

31 Ibid., inv. no. 472, resolutions of Gecommitteerde Raden, fol. 107", 30 October 1590. 
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The Synod of Zeeland in 1591 


During all this turmoil, Samuels did not turn to any political authorities, 
as he had done with the Countess of Buren at the time of the troubles 
in Scherpenisse. The Zeeland governors, in turn, did not intervene in 
these ecclesiastical matters. Since the Revolt and Reformation in 1572, 
the Reformed consistories and classes in Zeeland were free bodies, con- 
vening regularly to discuss internal questions of church order and disci- 
pline. This mutual independence of church and state was in line with the 
experience of the Churches under the Cross? in the Southern Nether- 
lands before the Revolt. The formerly clandestine Calvinist church had 
to become accustomed to its new role as public church under a Protes- 
tant government. In Holland, several attempts had been made by political 
and ecclesiastical authorities to establish a church order befitting a state 
church. In Zeeland, however, classes had enjoyed the autonomy from the 
state envisioned by the national synods, such as the 1586 Synod of The 
Hague. 

This situation changed on 1 February 1591, the day on which a provin- 
cial synod of Zeeland assembled in the presence of delegates from the 
States of Zeeland. This synod resulted in a provincial church order, autho- 
rized and published by the States in September 1591. This church order 
was to become known for the powerful role it accorded political author- 
ities, prerogatives exercised for the next two centuries. For example, the 
classes were no longer allowed to gather in synods without permission of 
theStates. Zeeland was the only part of the Dutch Republic where provin- 
cial synods were forbidden after 1638. Another provision concerned the 
admission and dismissal of ministers: in each community these actions 
were to be taken in a so-called collegium qualificatum, a meeting in which 
magistrates and consistory members were supposed to reach decisions 
jointly. 

In the historiography, the origins of this severe Zeeland church order 
have remained unclear. Indeed, it has puzzled church historians that 
ecclesiastical leaders in Zeeland themselves invited political authorities 
to attend synodical meetings, and that the ministers did not protest 
against the arrangement prescribed by this provincial church order.? 


?? Reformed congregations in areas controlled by Roman Catholic magistrates and 
thus, to varying degrees, clandestine, or embattled. 

3 C. Hooijer, Oude kerkordeningen der Nederlandsche Hervormde gemeenten 1563- 
1638 (...) (Zaltbommel, 1865), pp. 299-305. 
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Had church leaders been entrapped or duped by political authorities? It 
is not my task to give a complete answer here, but a partial explanation 
can be found in the case of Gisbertus Samuels. Half a year before, 
in July 1590, the Classis of Tholen took note of the problem made 
evident by its experiences with Samuels: the resolutions of the provincial 
synods, such as that of 1588, could command little respect and had, 
in practice, little effect. In order to invest ecclesiastical decisions with 
greater authority, the provincial government had to be involved. For 
that reason, all four classes had requested the States of Zeeland to send 
delegates to the subsequent synod.?* This is precisely what happened in 
1591. Church and government together designed a set of rules to manage 
the risks associated with admitting pastors, some of whom later proved 
incompetent, and to establish an effective mechanism for dismissing the 
black sheep. 

As noted above, the official records of the Synod of Zeeland of 1591 
are incomplete; we have only the published church order. Even the pro- 
ceedings of the previous synodical sessions of 1588 would have been 
unknown, had they not been recorded in the acts of the Classis of 
Tholen.* In fact, however, the Tholen acts also supplement the published 
record of the synod of 1591. In particular, they reveal that in response 
to Samuelss personal petition—a request supported by the other Zee- 
land classes—the synod consented to hear Samuels and consider his 
case. Their deliberations led to an instance of serious doctrinal disci- 
pline. The synod concluded that Samuels had promoted a set of heresies, 
and had not done so innocently, as he himself maintained, but inten- 
tionally. Therefore the synod required that he sign the 37 articles of the 
Dutch Confession and make a public admission of guilt in the church 
of Scherpenisse, where he had preached and proclaimed his heresies. He 
was thus also required to answer the following questions, posed by a min- 
ister appointed by the classis, during a regular Sunday worship service in 
that congregation: 


Did he renounce these points of false doctrine, defended by him in oral 
and written form, with all his heart? [Did he reject statements he had 
made] against the gracious election by God to salvation, [and] against the 
personal union of the two natures in Christ? Did he regret [teaching] the 


34 Acta Classis Tholen, 2 and 3 July 1590. 
35 Reitsma and Van Veen include these extracts of the classical acts in their edition of 
the synodical acts (see above, n. 17). 
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error of the free will, [and] the schism in the churches he had thereby 
caused? Did he promise to keep himself to the true Christian religion in a 
pious and edifying lifestyle? 


Samuels submitted to the sentence of the synod, signed the Confession 
and made his public admission of guilt on Sunday 7 April 1591.°° Now 
rehabilitated as minister, he was eligible for the ministry in the Reformed 
church. In addition, he had a claim to financial support from the States 
of Zeeland, who paid all the ministers and schoolmasters. He settled in 
the town of Vlissingen on the island of Walcheren, without becoming a 
member ofthe congregation. The church records show that the Reformed 
there experienced much competition from the "strong meetings of the 
Anabaptists" and one immigrant from Bruges was said to be a member 
of the spiritualist Family of Love.” Despite such vigilance on the part 
of the orthodox, Samuels managed to gain the confidence of all three 
Vlissingen pastors: Cornelius Hondius, Daniél de Dieu (former preses of 
the 1591 Synod of Zeeland), and Abraham van der Mijle. 

In September 1592 these ministers wrote a letter to the Classis of 
Tholen to help their unemployed brother. Was Samuels, who had fulfilled 
his duties of confession, retraction and reconciliation, to live as a layper- 
son without a pulpit while there was a great need for ministers in the 
provinces of Gelderland, Friesland, and Utrecht? Although the three pas- 
tors acted on their own, not on behalf of either the consistory or the clas- 
sis, their colleagues from the Classis of Tholen took the trouble to com- 
pose an extensive reply. Samuelss never-ending drama having worn them 
out, they communicated to his supporters their lack of confidence in any 
future improvement ofthe man. Certainly, there were many vacancies in 
Gelderland, but what were they to do with a man who had provoked quar- 
rels everywhere he had gone? The instability of this person was stronger 
than could be constrained by even the strictest church order.?? The final 
episode of Samuels’s career would soon prove that the Classis of Tholen 
had been right. 


36 Acta Classis Tholen, 21 January 1591. The date of public confession is mentioned in 
the margin of the acta. 

37 Vlissingen, Municipal Archives, Acta of the consistory of Vlissingen, 4 July 1587 
and 4 June 1588. Ten years later, a member of the congregation was excommunicated for 
criticizing the Reformed ministers, "that they did not correctly teach about perfection in 
this life, which he boldly professed that they should teach, and that reborn people can be 
perfect in this flesh"; Acta 6 June 1598; 31 August 1599; 6 September 1599; 4 December 
1599. 

38 Acta Classis Tholen, 15 and 16 October 1592. 
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The Brouwershaven Experience 


By the end of 1592, Gisbertus Samuels appears to have established him- 
self in Brouwershaven, a small town on the island of Schouwen-Duive- 
land.” We can only guess why he chose this town. Another controver- 
sial minister had, on occasion, ministered there, Caspar van Bijgaerden 
(ca. 1530-1598) from Brussels. After a two-year pastorate in Brouwers- 
haven, he was dismissed on the charge of heterodoxy. In 1589, when liv- 
ing in Delft, he had briefly been considered to be the successor to Samuels 
in Scherpenisse.“ Samuels and van Bijgaerden may have known each 
other through the Delft networks. Having served in various villages in 
South Holland, Bijgaerden wrote a theological essay in 1592, in which he 
rather cryptically argued, “that God in his Ten Commandments never 
promised eternal life, neither before nor after the fall of man, but only by 
the grace of Christ Jesus, his Son? The Synod of South Holland forbade 
the publication of the treatise because of the confusing content.*! 
Having settled in Brouwershaven, Samuels remained in contact with 
ministers of the Classis of Walcheren, probably the same colleagues 
who wrote their supportive letter to the Classis of Tholen in October 
1592. On their insistence, the latter classis turned to the consistory of 
Brouwershaven in February 1593, after having learned that Samuels had 
been living there for some time. The consistory was not willing to provide 
a testimonial regarding his doctrine and morals, as Samuels had never 
become a church member or partaken in the Lord's Supper. In March 
1593 he announced to the consistory that he intended to participate the 
following Easter. Asked about his absence last Christmas 1592, he said the 
local minister Johannes Tayus had refused to speak with him, but Tayus 
insisted that this was false. He then openly admitted to having acted in 
an unchristian and improper manner by taking communion in another 
community. He declared his intention to lead a better life in future.“ 


?? H.M.C. van Oosterzee, ‘Bijzonderheden uit de handelingen van den kerkeraad 
te Brouwershaven; in Nehalennia, jaarboekje voor Zeeuwsche geschiedenis en letteren 1 
(1849), 169-198, there 173-175. Van Oosterzee disproves Te Water's contention that 
Gisbertus Samuels served the church of Brouwershaven. 

4 Acta Classis Tholen, 7 August 1592 (followed by a letter of the countess of Buren, 
28 August 1592). 

4l See extensive discussion in Wouters & Abels, Nieuw en ongezien (see above, n. 21), 
PP. 441, 485-487, and 606. 

42 Zierikzee, Municipal Archives of Schouwen-Duiveland, Acta Consistory of Brouw- 
ershaven, 14 and 21 February, and 7 March 1593. 
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The consistory of Brouwershaven, however, soon received information 
which presented yet another obstacle to his reception into membership 
in the congregation. According to four church members, both Gisbertus 
Samuels and his son Hubrecht had made *blasphemous statements" to 
a number of people, expressing opinions that conflicted with sound 
doctrine. Samuels confronted the accusations at a consistory meeting and 
demanded to receive the main points in writing so he could think about 
them and then justify himself or, if necessary, issue a retraction. And so 
it happened: on 9 March 1593 Johannes Tayus recorded the witnesses' 
statements [Appendix 1].? One week later, Samuels sent a letter asking 
for the name and specific allegations of each accuser so that he might 
know who his enemies were. The consistory denied this request but did 
promise, in the spirit of brotherly love, to grant him a hearing.“ 

The reason why the Brouwershaven consistory examined the doctrinal 
views of Samuels so scrupulously lies at least in part in political factors 
which came to the fore in the meeting of 28 March 1593. The consis- 
tory members noted with sadness that Samuels maintained contact with 
“some of the great people; meaning members of the town government. 
These government officials had recently begun to stay away, not only 
from church services, but even from the Lord’s Supper. Some of them had 
refused the reprimands of the consistory, declaring “that one could please 
God as well without hearing sermons and attending the Lord's Supper.’ 
Others had said “that they would prefer to follow the pastor of Gouda 
than the doctrine of the Reformed churches.’ The Brouwershaven con- 
sistory thought the commotion was clearly a matter “of a bad example 
and its consequences, tending toward division and turmoil in the con- 
gregation? Furthermore, various members had begun, under Samuelss 
influence, to entertain heterodox ideas, and had asked the ministers for 
advice. 

Mention in this context of the pastor of Gouda is, of course, notewor- 
thy. We have observed that Herman Herberts was a critic of predesti- 
nation who had been denounced by the Synod of South Holland. At the 
same moment as Samuels was facing charges in Brouwershaven, Herberts 
was again under attack from church authorities, a fact certainly known to 
Zeeland ministers. The alarm which suspected sympathies for and con- 


4 Ibid., 7 March 1593. 
^* [bid., 18 March 1593. 
45 Ibid., 28 March 1593. 
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tacts with Herberts could elicit became evident in the case ofthe minister 
Henricus Hensberg of St. Maartensdijk, discussed in July 1592 in the 
Classis of Tholen. The classis had received a letter from a certain pastor in 
Holland who claimed that Hensberg maintained "some correspondence" 
with Herberts in Gouda. Hensberg, however, assured his colleagues "that 
he had neither received letters from Herman nor written any to him, 
nor desires to have anything to do with his affairs and issues" ^6 The 
case against Hensberg, accused of hidden sympathies implied by an 
alleged correspondence, may have been exaggerated, but a connection 
to Herberts was explicitly drawn in Brouwershaven by people attracted 
to the views articulated by Samuels. 

These new charges against Samuels were not quickly adjudicated in 
Brouwershaven, despite the efforts of the consistory to "put out in time, 
by prudent means, the small fire that was started" in their community. 
Samuels had been summoned unsuccesfully three times (he had a “bad 
leg" and was out of town) and it was not until 11 April 1593 that 
the consistory finally convened the meeting with Samuels and his four 
accusers." The man, who had astonished so many so often, came to 
recant his opinions during this meeting and again managed to give the 
impression that he was sincere. After the accusations had been read 
to him, he declared he regretted using the objectionable words "not 
without greatly blaspheming the Holy Word and also to the detriment 
of sound doctrine in many.” He promised to reconcile himself with the 
persons he had offended and gave an explanation of some of his views 
that was judged to be in accordance with the Bible and the Catechism 
(Appendix 2.)? 

Now that Samuels had cleared himself anew as to his beliefs and his 
morals, he could be allowed to participate in the Lord's Supper. On 
17 April 1592, in a service of preparation for communion, a declaration 


^$ Acta Classis Tholen, 8 July 1592. Hensberg admitted that he had once been invited 
to come to Gouda and had received two letters from Gouda, issuing him a call. However, 
after his salary in St. Maartensdijk had been augmented, he no longer had any reason to 
leave that community. Later, Hensberg worked briefly as minister in Gouda from Novem- 
ber 1597 until August 1598. After his return to St. Maartensdijk, he could not produce a 
testimonial from Gouda for the Classis of Tholen until 1601. He was admonished there- 
after to conduct himself prudently. He remained in St. Maartensdijk until his death in 
1621. 

47 Acta Consistory of Brouwershaven (see above, n. 42), 21, 25, and 28 March and 
4 April 1593. 

48 [bid., 11 April 1593. 
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of satisfaction was read out from the pulpit in his presence but without 
mention of his name. The next day he took part in the Lord's Supper 
at Brouwershaven. Two weeks later, Samuels asked the consistory for 
an attestation so that his status as a member in good standing would 
be recognised elsewhere. He was, in fact, given a document stating that 
he had been reconciled with the church.” Once again, he was formally 
cleared from any blame and free to make further attempts to obtain a 
ministerial post. 


Final Episode 


After his time in Brouwershaven, Samuels probably settled in in Middel- 
burg or Vlissingen. In any case, he again managed to obtain the coop- 
eration of the Classis of Walcheren, which on 9 June 1593 sent a letter 
to the Classis of Tholen stating that Samuels was eager to re-enter his 
career as a Reformed pastor, if not there, then in a different province. 
Of course the Tholen classis, which had been troubled by him so often, 
responded unfavourably. Moreover, it said that it was not a matter for 
the churches of Zeeland to seek his promotion outside their sphere of 
influence.” The Classis of Walcheren then sent an invitation to discuss 
the matter with representatives from Tholen on 21 September 1593, in 
Middelburg; Tholen responded that it had nothing to add to its previous 
letter. After all, Samuels had not even been called to the ministry. In pass- 
ing, Tholen expressed dismay at the fact that Samuels appeared to have 
had access to this correspondence.?! 

The matter appeared one last time on the agenda of an ecclesiastical 
assembly. It was discussed at an "extraordinary synodical meeting" held 
on 19 and 20 October 1593 to bring a number of pressing issues to a 
conclusion. Delegates from the four Zeeland classes came together with 
two members of the Gecommitteerde Raden. The Classis of Schouwen- 
Duiveland, of course, delivered the latest news from Brouwershaven. 
After extensive deliberations, a request drawn up by the political dele- 
gates was sent to the Brouwershaven consistory to send over all minutes 
from their archives regarding their recent dealings with Samuels. In the 


? [bid., 25 April 1593. 
5 Acta Classis Tholen, 17 June 1593. 
5! Acta Classis Tholen, 13 September 1593. 
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meanwhile, he was to receive financial assistance for another half year, 
during which time close watch would be kept over his behaviour.?? 

Brouwershaven was only prepared to send documents on the con- 
dition that the consistory be granted immunity against any charges of 
improper conduct.? Subsequent records show that it only sent some 
extracts and that the Gecommitteerde Raden were satisfied with this. On 
11 February 1594 they sent a letter to all the classes requesting approval 
to refer of all future matters concerning Samuels’s examination, super- 
vision and installation to the Classis of Walcheren. The Tholen brethren 
dissented strenuously. Its members had heard from a reliable source that 
"the state of affairs at Brouwershaven is of such nature that those of the 
consistory have roundly confessed that the documents are so disgrace- 
ful that they would be ashamed to communicate them to your honours.” 
Tholen expressed the hope that the Gecommitteerde Raden would order 
all documents to be handed over to the civil authorities for review.” 

Here the story of Gisbertus Samuels ends. I have, as yet, not found 
any trace of his later activities in the archival sources. We do not know 
if he was still alive in 1602, when the great debate on predestination 
started at Leiden University, a debate which was to have such immense 
consequences in later years. He may even have lived through the Synod 
of Dordt in 1618-1619. Of his son Hubrecht, who around 1590 tried to 
finda job as a schoolteacher, no further trace can be found either. In May 
1592, Gisbertus Samuels had asked the Gecommitteerde Raden for a small 
subsidy to allow his son to study. He had subsequently received the one- 
time sum of fifty guilders through the Steward of Eccliastical Properties 
in Tholen in anticipation of a general scheme for the subsidising of 
students.” 


Conclusion 


In Dutch church historiography, Gisbertus Samuels must be added to 
the circle of Reformed ministers who had qualms about accepting article 


52 Acta Synod of Zeeland, extraordinary meeting of 19 and 20 October 1593; cf. 
Reitsma and Van Veen, eds., Acta der provinciale en particuliere synoden (see above, n. 2), 
pp. 35-36. Acta Classis Tholen, report following the acta of 13 September 1593. 

55 Acta Consistory of Brouwershaven (see above, n. 42), 7 and 21 November 1593. 

54 Acta Classis Tholen, 3 March 1594. 

55 Archives States of Zeeland (see above, n. 30), inv. no. 472, resolutions Gecommit- 
teerde Raden, fol. 274", 12 May 1592. 
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sixteen of the Dutch Confession, long before the issue of predestination 
radically divided the church. The archival material, presented in two 
appendices to this paper, is too limited to make a definitive analysis of 
his theological views on this issue. The accusations against him however, 
which he alternately endorsed and denied, make clear that he was well 
informed about the then-current discussions of the subject. Apart from 
the aforementioned polemical writings, the works of Dirck Volckertsz 
Coornhert (1522-1590) played a major role in these discussions, such 
as his extensive work Of God’ Predestination, Election and Damnation, 
published in Gouda in 1590. 

Research on Gisbertus Samuels demonstrates the existence of an inter- 
regional, urban discussion culture engaging themes such as predesti- 
nation, election, free will, perfectibility, and sanctification. These topics 
were not only alive among the Reformed but among others—at least the 
Mennonites—as well. In Amsterdam even the consistory was involved 
in organised interconfessional talks about these theological issues. The 
reconstruction of Samuelss experiences has not revealed any contacts 
between the circles in which he moved in Zeeland and Holland, and the 
networks around Arminius in Amsterdam, Donteclock in Delft and Her- 
berts in Gouda. This may, however, be due to the limited source mate- 
rial available. Herberts was known in Zeeland as a disrupter of unity 
and orthodoxy. The development of the Samuels affair in Zeeland is both 
chronologically and doctrinally analogous to the Herberts affair in South 
Holland in the years 1582-1593. 

The province of Zeeland remained free of Remonstrant influence 
during the Twelve Years Truce, whereas Holland and Utrecht became 
hotbeds of Arminianism. To explain this, reference is often made to 
the geographic origins of ministers and other prominent Calvinists: the 
Southern Netherlands, particularly Flanders and Brabant. The tradition 
of the clandestine churches under Roman-Catholic sovereigns and the 
exile communities in foreign countries is said to have predisposed these 
Calvinists not only to a strong measure of independence from secular 
authorities but to a strongly doctrinal consciousness as well. In this 
respect Samuels, as a Flemish refugee, is exceptional. But these Southern 
Netherlands' roots are also regarded as a significant factor in the rise, 
especially in Zeeland, of a puritan or pietistic current where issues of 
morality were more dominant than theological dogma. 

It remains to be determined how marginal such sympathies for spir- 
itualism and anti-confessionalism and later Arminianism actually were 
in the Dutch Reformed church of the late sixteenth and early seventeenth 
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centuries. In Zeeland, Samuels seems to have been a unique case, though 
there were like-minded sceptics among politicians, ministers, and com- 
mon church members. It may have been largely his recalcitrance and 
fickleness that made conflicts with the church authorities inevitable. A 
systematic investigation of the social, educational, and theological back- 
grounds of all Dutch Reformed ministers between 1570 and 1620—a 
broader project I am pursuing— should cast more light on the subject 
generally, as well as on the development ofthe clergy over time and across 
generations. But broader-based research into relevant discussions, net- 
works, and printed sources is still essential for gaining a realistic view of 
these tensions and differences and a greater understanding of the process 
through which the public church became more uniform and homoge- 
nous. 

For now, however, we can confirm that by the early 1590s a church 
apparatus was in place that defended itself with conviction and una- 
nimity against theological views and pastoral figures which threatened 
congregational unity and peace. Synodical decisions from that period 
show that there was no room for changes to the doctrine of predesti- 
nation as taught and interpreted by the Dutch Confession. Even during 
the debate between Gomarus and Arminius, the church would reject any 
alteration to that understanding of the doctrine. The Classis of Brielle 
stated in October 1608, when the conflict had not yet been put on the 
agenda of the States of Holland, that suspicions of heresy should not 
fall on Arminius alone, but on all who thought likewise. Writes his- 
torian A.Th. Van Deursen, "Apparently the Classis of Brielle was done 
with the matter in 1608. Arminianism had no place within the Reformed 
church% If this is indeed true, then we still need an explanation for the 
long battle which followed and the fact that, a decade later, around fifteen 
percent of the clergy had to be deposed. 


?6 A. Th. van Deursen, Bavianen en slijkgeuzen. Kerk en kerkvolk ten tijde van Maurits 
en Oldenbarnevelt (1974; repr. Franeker 1991 and 1998), p. 246. 

I am grateful to Dirk Mouw and Michiel Wielema for their contribution to the 
translation of this article. 


APPENDIX 1: 
TESTIMONY OF OPINIONS BY THE CONSISTORY 
OF BROUWERSHAVEN, 9 MARCH 1593 


Since the Brouwershaven consistory has discovered and learned that 
Gisbert Samuel has professed to several persons propositions that are 
contrary to sound doctrine, its members have resolved to admonish 
Gisbertus to retract these. To this end, at his request, these propositions 
have been put in writing and handed to him on behalf of this assembly 
in order for him to consider them and either justify himself or renounce 
them in the proper manner. 

[In the margin: Christoffel.] In the first place he has proclaimed that 
man has a free will, both to do good and to do evil, corroborating this 
with the following passages from Scripture: Deut. 30,15, 11,26, Sir. 15,14. 
And to further confirm his opinion he added: if, after the Fall, man had 
not kept his free will, why did God chase Adam from paradise and place 
cherubim to guard the entrance to the garden (Gen. 3,24). He maintained 
that Joos de Vleeschouwer had declared that the cherubim served to 
constrain mans free will. And if it were not true that man has a free will 
to do good if he wants to, then God must be a tyrant for commanding 
and imposing on man things that he cannot bear, and he [Samuels] tried 
to support this with a parable about a room with three doors. 

[In the margin: Christoffel and Joos de Vleeschouwer.] Secondly, he 
has asserted that it is in mans power to keep God's commandments 
perfectly in this life, or else God must be a tyrant in demanding from 
man in His law things that [man] cannot do, and [Samuels] tried to 
confirm this, apart from some scriptural passages, with the following 
parable: There was a rich man who had invited a poor man to be his guest 
and had given him some laxative herb, yet [the rich man] forbade that 
same person to relieve himself at his table. Would it not then be correct, 
[Samuels] said, to say that the rich man acted foolishly and tyrannically 
in prohibiting him from doing such a shameful thing, for which [the rich 
man], by administering the herb, was the sole cause? How would this be 
different, [Samuels] said, from ordering someone to do something that 
he is unable to do? 

Again he said, it would be as if someone were bound in chains or to a 
stake and the Lord said, I command you to come to me and sit at my table. 
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Would the Lord not act foolishly then? And God would act likewise with 
us people if we were unable to keep the commandments perfectly in this 
life, for what else is it than tyranny to be commanded to do something 
and not being able to do it? Once again he said, a government would 
act tyrannically if it ordered its subjects to drain a harbour dry without 
previously closing up the hole through which the water was flowing; thus 
it would also be between God and man, to be commanded and not being 
able to obey. 

[In the margin: Christoffel and Joos de Vleeschauwer.] Thirdly, he has 
stated that the catechism is in conflict with this and he has criticised the 
ministers who use these words in their prayers—that the faithful cannot 
pass the day without sinning— believing that a man of faith can spend a 
day without committing sin. 

[In the margin: Cornelis Jacopsz and Pauwels Willemsz.] Fourthly, 
Hubrecht, Gisbrecht Samuels son, has claimed that regenerate people can 
no longer sin, nay can be as perfect as Adam was before the Fall, and that 
man has a free will to do both good and evil, adding to this, I can do good 
or evil if I want. [Mr. Andries] And when Gisbrecht was reprimanded 
for this by a minister [who said] that he ought to punish his son for 
propagating such a false doctrine, so as not to give cause for thinking 
that such false opinions came from the father, he, Gisbrecht, answered 
that he was not the master of his son's conscience. And shortly after that, 
Gisbrecht declared in the presence of certain persons: my son has spoken 
well; and also said that Adam had a free will after the Fall. For in order to 
restrain it God placed the cherubim to prevent him from approaching the 
tree of life. If it had not been within his [Adams] power and free will to do 
so, it would have been superfluous to give the cherubim that assignment. 

These are the most specific points of doctrine about which the consis- 
tory has seen fit to reprimand Gisbrecht Samuel, to which end he will be 
given these in writing in order to think about them and justify himself 
in due time. Given this oth March 1593, and written and delivered on 
behalf of the consistory by Johannes Tayus, minister at Brouwershaven. 


APPENDIX 2: 
REVOCATION OF OPINIONS BY GISBERTUS 
SAMUELS, BROUWERSHAVEN, 11 APRIL 1593 


Regarding free will, he professes that man is not capable of bringing about 
his salvation of his own accord but that it depends on God's grace; but 
he does have a free will that pertains to natural things such as eating, 
occupations, and is capable of many things. 

Secondly, regarding perfection he professes that the holiest men ought 
not to regard themselves in this life as absolutely holy and perfect, but that 
they should confess their failings and ask God every day to forgive them 
their sins. 

He professes the Catechism to be entirely scriptural and a compen- 
dium of Christian teaching, and he is prepared to sign his name hereun- 
der to confirm this revocation and explanation of his beliefs: Ghisbrechte 
Zammel. 


DEFENSE OR DEVIATION? 
A RE-EXAMINATION OF ARMINIUS'S 
MOTIVES TO DEVIATE FROM THE 
‘MAINSTREAM REFORMED THEOLOGY 


WILLIAM DEN BOER 


1. Introduction 


This contribution deals with the theological motives of Jacob Arminius 
(1559-1609) to deviate from the “mainstream” of late sixteenth-century 
Reformed theology. Some preliminary remarks must be taken into ac- 
count. The presented results are based on Arminiuss sixteenth-century 
writings and represent an early stage of my research.’ Beyond this, 
the character of the analysed sources, which cover only a limited part 
of the existing theological loci, made it impossible to present a com- 
pletely systematised picture. However, this does not imply that the con- 
clusions reached here are insecure. My subsequent investigations of 
Arminiuss seventeenth-century writings have only confirmed and clari- 
fied the results presented here. 

The limitation of this present research to Arminiuss sixteenth-century 
writings has at least one advantage. Arminius wrote his sixteenth-century 
writings when, as a pastor in Amsterdam, he was accused of deviating 
from Reformed orthodoxy still on a very small scale. This period con- 
cerns Arminiuss writings on Romans 7 and Romans 9, his correspon- 
dence with Franciscus Junius on predestination, and his investigation 
into the book of William Perkins on predestination. The advantage of 


! This article I wrote long before I finished my Ph.D. dissertation on the same 
topic, which has been published as: William den Boer, Duplex amor Dei. Contextuele 
karakteristiek van de theologie van Jacobus Arminius (1559-1609) (Apeldoorn, 2008). 
The English edition is published as: Gods Twofold Love. The Theology of Jacob Arminius 
(1559-1609) (Góttingen, 2010). See also my Jacobus Arminius: Theologian of God's 
Twofold Love; in Arminius, Arminianism, and Europe. Jacobus Arminius (1559/60-1609), 
ed. Th. Marius van Leeuwen, Keith D. Stanglin and Marijke Tolsma (Leiden, 2009), 25- 
50. This article is an elaboration of my paper presented at the Dordt Conference from 6- 
7 April 2006 and contains research results until that time. An earlier version of this paper 
was presented at the Sixteenth Century Studies Conference in Atlanta, GA, 21 October 
2005. I wish to thank David Sytsma for his editorial and linguistical assistance. 
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the present investigation is that Arminius had only shortly before fin- 
ished his Reformed education which he attended, among others, with 
Beza in Geneva. Therefore, when he developed deviating conclusions, he 
had to break away more or less explicitly from this recent training. In 
my opinion, we can expect that his own motives would become more 
clear at this stage than in his later, more mature phase, which occurred 
in a public context in reaction to various accusations. In addition, I have 
found that Arminiuss theology, represented in these sixteenth-century 
writings, does not differ substantially from his theology when he became 
an increasingly controversial professor at Leiden University from 1603 to 
1609. 

However, the question may be asked: is there need for a re-examina- 
tion of Arminiuss theology? The research of Richard A. Muller and Eef 
Dekker—among others—has shown us that we must answer this ques- 
tion in the affirmative. Arminius and his theology is too often consid- 
ered from the viewpoint of Remonstrants, Contra- Remonstrants, and the 
Synod of Dordt, without sufficient attention to the context and motives of 
Arminius himself. We must remember that Arminius died a few months 
before the Remonstrance was written in 1610. Due to the ever recur- 
ring stereotypes, not only with regard to Dordt, but also to Arminiuss 
theology, a critical inquiry of the sources is necessary. Whoever consid- 
ers Arminius’s enormous influence up to our time can only be surprised 
about how little fundamental historical and theological research has been 
done in this field. The monographs of Richard A. Muller (1991)? William 
G. Witt (1993, unpublished),* and Eef Dekker (1993) are, besides a few 
articles, relatively recent exceptions to this paucity of research. 

In this presentation I will delve deeper into Arminiuss motives for 
deviating from the prevailing Reformed theology of his time, espe- 
cially from authorities such as Calvin and Beza. Was this deviation, 
as Calvinists, Arminians, and Remonstrants generally suppose, because 
Reformed theology denied human freedom (free will or liberum arbi- 
trium) with respect to the appropriation of salvation? Was Arminius 
a follower of the humanists Erasmus and Coornhert? Did he pursue 


? Richard A. Muller, God, Creation and Providence in the Thought of Jacob Arminius: 
Sources and Directions of Scholastic Protestantism in the Era of Early Orthodoxy (Grand 
Rapids, 1991). 

* William G. Witt, Creation, Redemption and Grace in the Theology of Jacob Arminius, 
2 vols. (unpubl. diss. Ph.D. University of Notre Dame, 1993). 

^ Eef Dekker, Rijker dan Midas. Vrijheid, Genade en Predestinatie in de Theologie van 
Jacobus Arminius (1559-1609) (Zoetermeer, 1993). 
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Calvins opponents Pighius and Bolsec, or did he agree with Bullinger’s 
criticism of Calvin's doctrine of predestination? From the perspective of 
late sixteenth-century Reformed theology, it is understandable that the 
Reformed saw the difference with their own views situated in Arminiuss 
doctrine of the liberum arbitrium in relation to soteriology, in his argu- 
ment for the possibility to refuse grace, in his discussion of non-irresist- 
ible grace, and in his deviating teachings on predestination. Because of 
this, the accusation of Pelagianism and Jesuitism is obvious. The discus- 
sion between Remonstrants and Contra-Remonstrants, and later on dur- 
ing the Synod of Dordt, seems to chiefly concentrate on these points. 
However, it remains to be seen whether Arminius’s own teaching is done 
justice, or whether his teachings of the liberum arbitrium truly represent 
his main theological motive. To reach the truth we will not investigate the 
Remonstrants or Arminiuss Reformed opponents, but rather the theo- 
logical inheritance of Arminius himself. 


2. Recent Research in Arminius’s Theology 


Richard Muller was quite right in his book God, Creation and Providence 
in the Thought of Jacob Arminius (1991) to describe Arminiuss theology 
not from the controversy about predestination and free will, but rather 
from his thoughts concerning the doctrines of God and creation. Muller 
writes that "Arminiuss place in the history of doctrine is assured by the 
direct relationship between his teaching on the doctrine of predestination 
and the ordo salutis and the great theological debate leading to the 
Synod of Dort. [...] [T]he fame of Arminiuss views on this one issue 
has only served to obscure the larger, general outlines of his theology 
[...]^ Muller places Arminiuss thought “into the context of the positive, 
nonpolemical development of orthodoxy and scholastic Protestantism.”° 
The “historical” Arminius does not appear to hold unique views, and 
has “not only an alternative view of predestination but a large-scale 
theological system differing at many points from the Reformed theology 
of the day. [...] Arminiuss doctrine of predestination appears as but one 
aspect of a larger developing system and, perhaps, as a result of other, 
prior doctrinal considerations, such as Arminius’s views on Christology, 
the doctrine of God, and the doctrines of creation and providence.” In 


5 Muller, God, Creation and Providence (see above, n. 2), P. 4. 
$ Muller, God, Creation and Providence (see above, n. 2), p. 8. 
? Muller, God, Creation and Providence (see above, n. 2), pp. 12-14. 
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my opinion, the “perhaps” of Muller should be converted affirmatively 
into a “certain”. Eef Dekker concludes after much research into Arminius’s 
ideas about freedom, grace, and predestination that Arminius did not 
present a modal-ontological model of creation which can be coherently 
interpreted,® but rather continually strove to guarantee the contingency 
of the created reality and human freedom? This is not because Arminius 
based his teaching on an autonomous view of human beings, but because 
the absence of a second degree of freedom would necessarily result 
in God's authorship of human sin.!° This last objection is a frequently 
occurring accusation of Arminius in regarding Calvin, Beza and other 
Reformed opponents and brings us, in my opinion, to the core of his 
theology and the starting point of his theological motives for deviating 
from the mainstream of Reformed theology. 


3. An Ethical-Pastoral Motive? 


Before we proceed to an analysis of Arminius’s theological motive, some 
attention must be given to what I refer to as an ethical-pastoral motive. 
In his first writing, the defense of his explanation of Romans 7, two 
motives especially come forward, both of which have a relation to ethics. 
Arminius was convinced that the explanation which his opponents give 
to Romans 7 does an injustice to God's grace (gratiae iniuria).!! The 
Scriptures attribute to the work of grace not only the willing but also the 
doing of the good—the mortificatio and vivificatio—by the unification 
with the crucified and resurrected Christ. The opinion which does not 
attribute the doing of the good—the actual conversion—to grace, is 
moreover very detrimental for good morals. "After all nothing can be 


8 Dekker, Rijker dan Midas (see above, n. 4), p. 71. 

? Dekker, Rijker dan Midas (see above, n. 4), p. 59. 

1? Dekker, Rijker dan Midas (see above, n. 4), pp. 154-155 and 232. 

!! DR7 919-920 (2: 657). Cf. DR7 925 (2: 667): "Gratiae iniuria, quia ponit illud 
esse regenerationis signum quod regenitis cum irregenitis nempe, sub lege existentibus 
est commune" In this article Arminius’s works are cited in the following way: The 
first number refers to a page from the edition of Arminius’s works: Jacobus Arminius, 
Opera theologica (Leiden, 1629). The abbreviations which stand before the number— 
the meaning of which you can find to the end of this article—refer to a specific work 
of Arminius. Next the corresponding volume and page numbers from the English 
translation of Arminiuss works are mentioned between brackets: James Nichols and 
William Nichols, trans., The Works of James Arminius, 3 vols. (1825-1875, repr. Kansas 
City, 1986, with Introduction by Carl Bangs). The English translations of the direct 
quotations from Arminius’s Opera theologica are mine. 
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imagined that is more noxious for good morals than to assert that it is 
a property of the regenerate not to do the good which they would, and 
to do the evil which they would not"? It was Arminius's own experience 
that grace functions in this way. In the pastoral practice he met people 
who argued, with an appeal to the apostle Paul, that they knowingly 
sinned. Or, after doing sins, these people comforted themselves with the 
knowledge that they had sinned like Paul with a reluctant conscience.? 
When people can conclude from the mode of the deed that they are 
regenerated, the consequence is that sin is not seriously avoided, and 
people are not very sorrowful anymore about their perpetration of sin.!* 

Although the ethical-pastoral aspect was very important for Armi- 
nius,” and the mentioned motive does not lead automatically to the view 
on predestination and free will which he set forth later on, there is in my 
opinion an important connective between both. The connection is that 
ethics is narrowly related to and arises out of the view of God's grace as 
well as God himself. If injustice is done to God's grace and so to God 
himself (gratiae iniuria), it has disastrous consequences which become 
visible in ethics. 


12 DR7 921 (2: 659): “Quod vero bonis moribus sit inimica et noxia ista sententia res 
ipsa docet. Nihil enim fingi potest magis noxium bonis moribus, quam dicere proprium 
esse regenitorum non facere bonum quod volunt, et facere malum quod nolunt? 

13 DR7 921 (2:659): “Inde enim necessario sequitur, ut sibi in peccatis suis applaudant 
illi, qui dum peccant, sentiunt se id reluctante conscientia, et renitente voluntate facere. 
Inde enim concludunt se esse regenitos, quia irregenitis non competat facere malum quod 
nolunt, et omittere bonum quod volunt; utpote qui pleno voluntatis consensu absque 
ulla resistentia bonum omittant, et malum perpetrent. Quod vere et sancte affirmo me 
non semel expertum esse, quum nonnulli moniti ut caverent sibi a perpetrando facinore 
aliquo, quod scirent lege prohibitum esse, responderent, velle se quidem, at cum Apos- 
tolo dicere debere, se bonum quod vellent perficere non posse? This answer Arminius got 
from someone “non cum perpetratum esset crimen, sed cum praemoneretur ne commit- 
teret? Cf. DR7 921 (2: 660). 

14 DR7 926 (2: 667): "Inimica bonis moribus, quia nec tantopere vitatur peccatum ab 
eo qui ita existimat, neque perpetratum magnopere contristat auctorem, utpote qui ex 
modo facti adhuc concludat se regenitum esse? Similar argumentation can be found in 
EP 766 (3: 466-467). 

15 A pastoral-ethical motive also comes to the surface within the frame of the question 
of whether the Scriptures teach that true and saving faith can totally and finally disappear. 
It would not be useful to teach the impossibility of falling away, because people become 
lazy on account of their security. Only the will of the believer can make himself fall away. 
However, the Scriptures say nothing about the question of whether the will of a believer 
is inflexible, because such a consolation would not be useful for the strenghthening of 
the believer. Besides this, Arminius also points out (among other things) the necessity of 
daily prayer and God5 threats and promises, as arguments in favour of the teaching that 
falling away is possible. EP 758-560 (3: 455-458). Cf. EP 776 (3: 482). 
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4. Doctrina De Deo and Iustitia Dei: 
The Heart of Arminiuss Theology 


With the doctrine of God and the justice of God, we enter the heart 
and foundation of Arminiuss theology. The doctrine of God has con- 
sequences for the rest of the theology and the rest of theology must be 
in accordance with the doctrine of God. Over and over again, Arminius 
drew attention to this. In this contribution I want to show that in the doc- 
trine of God—the heart of Arminiuss theology—the iustitia Dei, God's 
justice, receives the place of primary importance. This appears immedi- 
ately in Arminiuss first writing that deals with predestination, his analy- 
sis of chapter nine of the Epistle to the Romans. “God is just in himself, 
he exists as the Iustitia itself; he does nothing, indeed, can do nothing, 
except what is most thoroughly in agreement with that nature of his.”!° 
The essence of God's justice is that it assigns to each its own." Those prop- 
erties of God's nature which are directed at communication— goodness, 
justice, wisdom, and power—are the first to illustrate God's glory. This 
involves first of all the communication of goodness—wisdom and power 
deal with the mode and the realization of goodness, but justice is the 
arbiter of the goodness and prescribes the norm of God's deeds.'* What 


16 AR9 787 (3: 499): “qui in se iustus, imo ipsa iustitia existens, nihil agit; ac ne agere 
quidem potest, nisi quod cum ista sua natura congruit solidissime.” Cf. several passages 
in EP 691-693 (3: 355-358). 

7 Namely, God assigns to the obedient what belongs to them according to his promise, 
and to sinners what is theirs according to God's threats. When iustitia punishes its object, 
it necessarily follows that that object is worthy of such punishment. AC 539 (3: 134): 
"[ustitia in Deo est una essentia, suum nempe cuique tribuens: obedienti quod ipsius est 
ex divina promissione, et peccatori quod ipsius est ex comminatione. Ex eo autem, quod 
iustitia obiecto applicat retributionem poenae, necessario colligitur obiectum illud poena 
dignum, et propterea peccato obnoxium esse.” 

18 AR9 794-795 (3: 511): "Primum est opus Dei quo hominem condit, ut sit, neque 
tantum sit, sed ut sit ad certum finem, quod vasis nomine significatur, quod tantumdem 
valet atque instrumentum. Instrumentum autem est finis alicuius gratia. Finem hunc 
appellat Scriptura Dei gloriam. Condidit itaque Deus hominem ad gloriam suam, id 
est, non quo ipse gloriam acciperet ab homine, sed quo gloriam suam per hominem 
multo illustrius, quam per reliquas creaturas illustraret. Gloria autem Dei illustratur 
per patefactionem proprietatum ipsius naturalium, praesertim earum, quae in secundo 
divinae naturae momento considerantur, ut sunt bonitas, iustitia, sapientia, potentia. 
Sunt aliae ipsi essentiae penitiores, simplicitas, infinitas, aeternitas, incommutabilitas, 
etc. Nunc considerandum, quarum proprietatum patefactione Dei gloria primitus fuerit 
illustranda. Dico bonitatis, iustitiae, sapientiae, potentiae. Bonitatis enim est seipsum 
communicare: Iustitiae, praescribere normam communicationis: sapientiae, scire quomodo 
id deceat et possit fieri: potentiae, posse se actu ipso communicare. Bonitas itaque Deum 
impulit, non tantum ut alia, sed et hominem conderet, hoc est, ut seipsum nihilo per 
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God does is conditioned by who he is, God's simplicity? (simplicitas) tak- 
ing care that the iustitia as arbiter of God's goodness is assigned a decisive 
role. 


4.1. Creation and Fall 


For Arminius, the creation of man, the communication of God's good- 
ness, and Gods will to be the glorifier of man, implied that God's justice 
prescribe that this was only possible under the condition of obedience, 
while abasement would be the consequence of the abuse of God's gifts.?? 
Therefore, man was created to be an instrument for the illustration of 
God5 just goodness and anger.?! 

Already, this datum concerning the creation makes it impossible to 
insist on an absolute decree of election and reprobation. Not only who 
God is—his nature and properties, including his iustitia—but also what 
God does—his previous deeds and decisions” and his revealed will” in 
promise and demand— determines what God can and may do.” God 


similitudinem ita communicaret, ut ex nihilo et ista communicatione id existeret, quod 
est homo. Iustitia praescripsit modum quo decebat istam communicationem fieri; nam 
est bonitatis arbitratrix, vel, ut Tertullianus inquit, arbitratrix operum Dei. Sapientia 
scivit, quo pacto decuerit Deum se, ad id quod esset homo faciendum, communicare, et 
quomodo Deus id potuerit. Potentia harum instrumentum, praesto fuit ad exsequendum. 
Potest enim Deus nihilo suam similitudinem communicare? Cf. EP 644 (3: 282), where 
Arminius says that the properties whereby God has performed creation exist in a prior 
momentum of his nature than the properties by which he predestines. 

19 God's simplicity is the first mentioned property of the first momentum in God 
(which is God's essence). AR9 795 (3: 511). 

20 AR9 795 (3:512): "Verum iustitia normam et modulum praescripsit huius commu- 
nicationis, scilicet, illam fieri non debere, nisi sub conditione, si homo imagini divinae con- 
venienter in obedientia mandatorum Dei viveret: et quia poterat evehi, poterat et deprimi; 
et nihil iustius quam ut deprimeretur, si abuteretur donis, quorum recto usu posset evehi 
ad summam dignitatem? Cf. EP 640-641 (3: 277-278). 

?! ARg 795 (3: 512). Cf. EP 640-641 (3: 277). God's goodness is also accompanied 
by iustitia, so that God's justice repays obedience to what is due to it according to God's 
gracious promise, just as it is God's punishing justice that repays disobedience to what is 
its due according to God's just threats. 

22 For example, God's decision to create man with a free will prevented him from 
hindering the fall in such a way as to attack the liberty of the will. Cf. EP 644-645 (3: 
283-284) and EP 646 (3: 285-286). Of course, this also includes hindering the inevitable 
necessity of sin. Thus, God's iustitia stipulates God's (possible) course of action in two 
ways: the initially given freedom of the will cannot be canceled or restricted, while God's 
cancelling of the freedom of the will would make God into the author of sin. 

23 ARg 786 (3: 498): “in hoc plena est Dei libertas, nulla proprietatum divinarum aut 
voluntatis patetefactae necessitate circumscripta?" 

24 EP 644-645 (3: 283-284). 
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would be unjust if he should give or take righteousness and life con- 
trary to the conditions ofthe covenant of creation.” However, because of 
the fall, when man had broken the covenant of creation, God was free to 
punish man according to his merits, or to initiate another plan (proposi- 
tum).*° Neither God's bonitas—the womb of mercy (misericordia)? —nor 
God's justice—the arbiter of bonitas and misericordia, however, could 
allow man to become an instrument of wrath and anger. Again, it is God's 
iustitia that, on the one hand, demands that sin be punished, but, on the 


?5 ARg 788 (3: 500). Cf. AC 567 (3: 173): "Deus quidem nemini quidpiam debet 
simpliciter; nemo enim illi dedit ut retribuatur ei: sed potest Deus aliquo suo actu se 
debitorem homini facere, vel promisso, vel postulatione actus? God is necessarily bound 
to give man the power of performing the law, the performance of which is necessarily 
required unless they deprived themselves by their own fault of that power. Then God is 
not bound to restore this. God owes nothing to anyone simpliciter (in a simple or absolute 
sense) but God can make himself a debtor to man by some act of his own, either by a 
promise or by the requirement of an act. Cf. AC 549 (3: 150): “Et quod creationis dono 
quis habet, id non adimitur ei, nisi praecedente peccati merito ex iustitia Dei.” 

26 AR9 788 (3: 500). 

27 Cf. also EP 642 (3: 279). 

28 AR9 796 (3: 512); cf. AR9 788 (3: 500). Cf. EP 676 (3: 331): God's justice is satisfied 
by the blood and death of Christ. If anyone is excluded from the effect and fruit of 
Chist's office as Mediator, God is prevented because of his justice to remit the sins of that 
person. "Quod si iam statuamus ullum hominem ab isto effecto excludi, statuimus simul 
Deum illi peccata non remittere, non quia nolit cum possit, sed quia non possit, utpote 
iustitia obstante, et quia voluit non posse: propterea quod voluerit iustitiae suae satisfieri 
antequam peccata cuiquam remitteret, et noluerit iustitiae suae pro illo tali satisfieri" 
Arminius, like Perkins, taught that Christ actually has taken away the sins of all the elect 
from them. At the same time it must be the case that according to the very rigour of 
Gods justice and law, both immunity from punishment and eternal life are due to the 
elect, so that they can demand those benefits from God by the right of payment and 
purchase, without God being able to require of them by any right faith in Christ and 
conversion to Himself. *Mediationis rationem [...] ut omnium Electorum tum peccata 
actu ab illis ablata et in Christum translata sint; qui paenam pro illis passus, illos actu 
ipso a paenis liberaverit, tum obedientia ab illo postulata fuerit, qui illam praestitit et 
vitam aeternam illa praestatione non sibi sed illis meruerit; non secus quam si ipsi hunc 
Mediatorem nostro loco constituissemus, et per eum Deo solvissemus debita nostra; 
iam simul statuendum est secundum ipsum iustitiae Dei et legis rigorem electis deberi 
et immunitatem a poenis et vitam aeternam, eosque ista bona a Deo postulare posse 
iure solutionis et emptionis: absque eo ut Deus ab iis postulare possit ullo iure fidem in 
Christum et conversionem ad ipsum.’ EP 676 (3: 331-332). There are many absurdities 
attached to such an opinion. In this respect the distinction between the obtaining 
and the application/imputation of salvation is fundamental. Arminius concludes that 
Christ stood universally in the stead of all men: “Concludo itaque Christum omnium in 
universum hominum personam sustinuisse, eo quo dictum est modo, et non electorum 
tantum? EP 676 (3: 332). God would be false if He required belief in Christ from the 
reprobate to whom he has not offered Christ as a Savior. EP 663 (3: 313). 
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other hand, that God's goodness be repaid what it is its due?— namely, 
its movement towards mercy, which is the affection (affectus) of goodness 
towards the miserable. God's wisdom found out the method (modus) to 
meet all requirements: Jesus Christ the Mediator.?? God was free to deter- 
mine on whom he will have mercy, and on whom he will not, but his iusti- 
tia regulates (moderante) this determination?! God's iustitia demands 
that the communication of goodness by mercy is not made without con- 
dition in the state after the fall any more than in the state before the fall. 
God orders that those who meet his conditions are made into instru- 
ments of his glory, while those who should transgress them and persist 
in transgression, he makes irrevocably and necessarily into instruments 
of wrath.?? 

From these facts, we can understand Arminiuss aversion to a supralap- 
sarian doctrine of predestination. First, such a view goes against creation 
as the triumph of God's goodness (over the nihilum) in its integrity and 
own intention,? God's normative iustitia, and the original covenant of 
creation with men. Second, an absolute decree to punish some people 
attacks God's justice, while a just punishment supposes a just plan and 
decree.** The only cause for which God can rightfully be angry, then, is 
sin.” Sin is a voluntary transgression of the law which the sinner com- 
mits by his own fault because he could have avoided it.*° These are the 
conditions for sin to be truly sin and thus punishable. An unavoidable or 


? ARg 796 (3: 512-513). 

30 AR9 796 (3: 513). 

5! ARo 788 (3: 500). 

? ARg 796 (3: 513). 

33 The fall seriously disturbed the original plan and order of creation. Cf. AC 593-594 
(3: 212-213). Since creation is natural while predestination is supernatural, they differ in 
genus and modus, so that predestination cannot clash with the creation. The supernatural 
can add something to creation beyond the order of nature, but it can establish nothing 
in opposition to creation. For Arminius, the latter is a prerequisite for "dogmata vera.” 
AC 603-604 (3: 225-226). It seems that Arminius argued that Junius mingles creation 
with recreation, while Arminius himself considers them separately. Therefore, sin—as a 
free and contingent act of man—is considered as the hinge and breaking point between 
creation and recreation, without however judging creation as of no value for the process of 
recreation. Cf. AC 605 (3: 227): The decree may not impinge on the conditions of creation 
since the supernatural ought to be superior, though not contrary, to the natural. 

34 ARg 789 (3: 502): "Nulli enim poena iuste instigi potest, nisi cui eadem iusto 
proposito et decreto fuerit destinata: et si cui poena iuste infligi potest, eidem potest eadem 
poena proposito et decreto aliquo iuste destinari.” 

3° ARo 790 (3: 504). 

36 ARg 790 (3: 504): "peccatum esse legis transgressionem voluntariam, quam quia 
vitare potuerit peccator (de ipso actu loquor) sua culpa admiserit? Cf. EP 754 (3: 448): 
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determinate action does not deserve the name of "sin" and cannot right- 
fully be punished." God has the right to have mercy on some and to 
harden others, but he has to do it in a manner that is in accordance with 
his justice.** A decree of God simpliciter to hardening is unjust, does the 
greatest injustice to God, and contradicts clear Scripture.’ Those who say 
that sin is committed necessarily or infallibly (in God's decree) are blas- 
phemers against the goodness and justice of God (“blasphemos [...] in 
bonitatem et iustitiam Dei").?? In fact this opinion implies that God truly 
sins, that God alone sins, and that sin is not sin anymore.*! The asser- 
tion that God also prepared the occasio for predestination—the fall4?— 
is unprovable, exactly because that sentiment is antagonistic to God's 
iustitia. It makes God to be the author of sin, and infers the inevitable 
necessity of sin, because in that situation the will would have been 


Unless people are both “able to believe if they will" and “able to will to believe,’ they 
cannot rightfully be punished on account of their unbelief. *Nam nisi possint credere, 
imo et velle credere, non possunt iure puniri eo quod [non] crediderunt?” 

37 ARg 790 (3: 504). "Huiusmodi enim actio quae est inevitabilis ob decreti alicuius 
determinationem, peccati nomen non meretur? Cf. AR9 792 (3: 506); AC 592 (3: 209). 

38 Cf. AR9 794 (3: 510) with AR9 797 (3: 514). 

?? ARo 797 (3: 514): "ille Deo maximam iniuriam faciet et apertae Scripturae con- 
tradicet" Here Arminius refers to Beza as an example. Cf. EP 664 (3: 314): The repro- 
bation is just; one can only be inexcusable on account of original sin or unbelief and 
rejection of Christ. 

4 AC 591 (3: 208). Arminius supposes the patrons of this dogma to be excusable on 
the ground that they were ignorant of this consequence and because in other places they 
teach the contrary. Cf. AC 610 (3: 235), where Arminius concludes that by the right expla- 
nation of the sole circumstance of sin being added to the object of the decree, all the 
absurdities and blasphemies normally added to the decree of predestination and repro- 
bation may be solidly refuted as inconsequent. This is the reason why Arminius maintains 
against Junius that the Augustinian, infralapsarian opinion about predestination diverges 
largely from the Thomist and Calvinist supralapsarian opinions. The latter two *multum 
a recta via aberrent? 

^! EP 694-695 (3: 358-359). 

? See also EP 643 (3: 281). Arminius argued that if anyone asserts that God himself 
also prepared the occasio for predestination, then mercy (misericordia) and justice are 
constituted as the means for carrying predestination into effect, and so are not the 
primary causes of predestination. Arminius himself pleaded for the latter. 

5 Not even God with his omnipotentia can make what is necessary into what is 
contingent or free, so that what is done necessarily is done freely. This would imply a 
contradiction which is opposed to the first and most general notion divinely implanted 
in our minds—namely, that a thing cannot at once be and not be. The fact that God cannot 
do this is not a sign of impotence but of "invariabilis potentiae? For God's actual power 
makes a thing is what it is. If a thing does not exist at one and the same time, then the 
actual potentia of God either is conquered or is opposed by a potency equal to itself: “quod 
est absurdorum omnium absurdum maximum" ^Et ausim dicere citra blasphemiam, ne 
Deum quidem omni sua omnipotentia efficere posse, ut quod necessarium est contingens 


DEFENSE OR DEVIATION? 33 


moved not according to the mode of free will, but according to the mode 
of nature.^ Consequently, God's iustitia implies human free will with 
respect to sin, and so his permission (as act of a “relaxed” will) of sin. 


sit aut liberum, et quod necessario fit, libere fiat. Implicat enim contradictionem; non 
posse non fieri, et posse non fieri, et contradictionem oppositam primae et generalissimae 
notioni mentibus nostris divinitus insitae, de quolibet affirmare aut negare verum est. Et 
res non potest simul esse et non esse, simul hoc esse et non esse. Illud autem non posse Deum, 
non est impotentiae, sed invariabilis potentiae signum. Quod enim res est id quod est, per 
actualem Dei potentiam est; Si fiat ut simul et eodem tempore hoc non sit, iam actualis 
Dei potentia aut vincitur, aut habet potentiam partem sibi oppositam, qua fit ut res quae 
per potentiam Dei est, eodem tempore non sit. Quod est absurdorum omnium absurdum 
maximum.” EP 713 (3: 388). Here it becomes clear that logic is an important point for 
Arminius. His contemporaries, following Calvin, wanted to keep together matters which 
are logically incompatible. On the one hand, everything necessarily had to originate from 
God's decree so as to guarantee God's position. On the other hand, it was denied that this 
resulted in sin as inescapable and involuntary. Since Arminius wanted to show that this 
position is logically untenable, he drew attention to the fact that even God is bound to 
our logic, which is also God's logic, and tried to show the consequential absurdities and 
blasphemy: God's iustitia, but also his omnipotentia, will be damaged by the opposing 
position. 

^! EP 643 (3: 281). Without sin as causa meritoria, God cannot justly ordain anyone 
to punishment. Thus, it can be shown by irrefutable arguments that God is then made to 
be the author of sin. EP 686-687 (3: 346-348). 

^5 God wills the permission of sin, but this does not imply that God wills the event of 
sin. On the contrary, permission is an act of a “relaxed” will. God had to permit because 
he made man with a free power of choice to test his free and voluntary obedience. The 
mode by which God acts or hinders something is such as not to take away the liberty of 
man, but rather to permit man to freely and voluntarily do good and abstain from evil 
according to the mode of his will. EP 696 (3: 361-362). Arminus is very particular about 
God's permissio. He devoted a lenghty exposition to it in his Examen Perkinsiani: EP 713- 
734 (3: 389-419). The mode in which God wills sin to happen, according to Perkins, Beza, 
and Calvin, cannot excuse God from effecting sin. Arminius specifically raises Calvin's 
opposition to the scholastic distinction between permission and will. In his view, the 
blasphemy of the Manicheans should not be imputed to Calvin, because although he 
sometimes speaks rather improperly, he elsewhere plainly removes that calumny from 
himself and his doctrine. EP 703-704 (3: 372-374). According to Arminius, it is useful 
to consider distinctions in God's permission, by which the divine goodness, wisdom, 
power, and above all justice are percieved in the most distinct manner. In this way, it 
is also most plainly shown how God, in all his action, hinderance, and permission is free 
from sin, and not in the least to be considered the author of sin. EP 726 (3: 407-408). 
Some are too careless with regard to these things and therefore are more prone to fall 
into absurdity and blasphemy. EP 726 (3: 408). Careful precision with regard to permissio 
is needed in order that no acts of God's providence are taken away, or that foreign acts 
unworthy of God's justice are attributed to it ("eius iustitia indignos"). EP 727 (3: 409). 
Arminius speaks about the sedulous care that must be taken in this matter lest God be 
considered as the author of sin or the act of God's efficiency itself is withdrawn. His use 
of accurate distinctions is directed at the maintainance of those two things. Arminius 
typically mentions that there will be less harm in withdrawing an act from the divine 
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That God is not the cause of the defectio (the fall) is for Arminius an 
axioma Theologicum.^6 


4.2. The Object of Predestination 


In his correspondence with Junius about predestination, Arminius espe- 
cially addresses the question of the object of predestination: whether it 
is men to be created, being created, or being created and fallen. God's 
iustitia here again plays an important role. Calvin and Beza describe 
Gods justice in predestination as a punishing justice only, so that jus- 
tice presupposes sin and therefore needs sinners as its object. The nec- 
essary declaration of Gods iustitia then implies the necessary existence 
of sin." Arminius’s view that iustitia can exist also towards non-sinners 
completely overthrows the order of predestination set up by Calvin and 
Beza.** God's justice as expressed in election and reprobation is not legal 
justice, but rather God's justice as revealed in the Gospel which speaks 
about faith or unbelief in the Son— whose dying for sin is far more excel- 
lent in illustrating God's justice than the punishing of the sinner?—as 


efficiency than in attributing sin to God's efficiency. In other words, it is preferable to 
deprive God of any act which belongs to him rather than to attribute to him an evil 
act which does not belong to him. A more grievous injustice is charged to God if he 
is called the cause of sin than if he is considered as an idle spectator of an act. "Caeterum, 
quocunque modo res ista explicetur, cavendum est sedulo, tum ne Deus auctor peccati 
statuatur, tum ne actus ipse efficientiae Dei substrahatur: hoc est, ut totus ille actus, tum 
qua actus, tum qua peccatum rite providentiae Dei subiiciatur: qua actus efficienti, qua 
peccatum permittenti providentiae. Si tamen in alteram partem inclinandum erit, minus 
peccabitur si substrahatur actus efficientiae divinae qua actus est, quam si peccatum 
efficientiae Dei tribuatur qua peccatum est. Praestat enim Deo actum aliquem adimere 
qui ipsi competit, quam malum actum tribuere qui ipsi non competit; eo quod gravior 
iniuria Deo irrogetur si peccati causa dicatur, quam si actus otiosus spectator perhibeatur? 
EP 734 (3: 419). 

46 EP 650 (3: 291-292). 

47 In AC 593-595 (3: 211-213) Arminius argues that sin can only be per accidens the 
occasio of illustrating the divine glory by means of the exercise of his attributes. 

^5 AC 469-470 (3: 33). Cf. AC 465-468 (3: 26-30). Cf. AC 576 (3: 185-186): "Argu- 
mentum a necessaria iustitiae divinae declaratione non magis me movet; tum quia iustitia 
in Deo, ut natura aequaliter se habet erga totum suum obiectum, et omnes eius partes, 
nisi a voluntate diversificetur: tum quia Deus talem se in Scriptura declaravit, cui non sit 
opus ex iustitia legali peccatorem punire ad iustitiae suae manifestationem; sed qui aliam 
viam nobiliorem norit ad iustitiae suae patefactionem? Cf. AC 581-582 (3: 193-194). 
The via nobilior Arminius aimed at appears to be the punishment of sin in the Son of 
God, for in that way it is more clearly manifested how greatly God abhors sin. AC 582 (3: 
194-195). 

4 AC 582 (3: 194-195): “Hic est agnus Dei qui tollit peccatum mundi. Fecit ut qui non 
novit peccatum, etc. Haec via illa altera est nobilior et excellentior: Clarius enim per eam 
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the decisive factor. Implicit in this assumption is that the object of God's 
decree cannot be the sinner-as-such, and that faith or unbelief are pre- 
supposed.” In this way Arminius arrives at what seems to be his key- 
issue: God's relationship to the sin that leads to reprobation: unbelief. 
All other sins do not keep God from electing people for salvation;?! pro- 
vided that the decisive criterion of evangelical righteousness is present: 
faith in Jesus Christ. The cause of faith and unbelief is the central issue, 
and with this both the question of God's order in bestowing sufficient 
and effective means of grace, and the link between this bestowal and the 
function of faith and unbelief of man. In Arminiuss view, God's justice as 
the norm for all of God's actions requires this way of dealing with elec- 
tion and reprobation. Every other "solution" will necessarily contradict 


manifestatur quantopere Deus peccatum exsecretur, quam per illam qua poenam reposcit 
ab ipsis peccatoribus: tum quod ibi poenae sumtio vindictae cupiditati adscribi ab invidis 
gloriae Dei posset, et non soli iustitiae, quod hic fieri nequit; poscit enim poenam a delicto 
qui ipse non peccavit. Deinde quod hac via rigor iustitiae inf[l]exibilis declaratus est, 
quae ne filio quidem intercedenti nisi persoluta poena, peccatum condonare potuit: imo 
secundum quam, ne intercedere quidem filius potuit nisi sanguine suo fuso, et per illum 
purgatione peccatorum facta. Hinc concludo, iustitiae secundum legis normam admin- 
istratae declarationem necessariam non fuisse, et propterea ex necessitate iustitiae di- 
vinae poenam praeparatam non esse peccaturis; quum Deo liberum fuerit poenas pecca- 
tis debitas ab ipsis peccatoribus ablatas filio suo perferendas et persolvendas imponere? 
This quote of Arminius shows Franciscus Junius’s view of Iustitia Dei, which looks much 
like that of Arminius. Junius discerned two modi in God's justice: a habitual justice in 
God's nature or essence, and an acting justice proceeding through God's will and wisdom 
from God5 habitual justice. Our rational distinctions between God’s attributes is legal, 
but God's simplicity guarantees that all of God's attributes are in reality one. The law is a 
shadowing forth of God's own justice to suit human understanding (pro humano captu), 
and the fact that God is most wise guarantees that the revelation of his justice by means 
of the law and the punishing of the transgressor was the noblest way of dealing with this 
matter. AC 577—578 (3: 187-189). From this Junius defended the necessity of the mani- 
festation of God's justice through the punishment of sinners as taught by Calvin and Beza. 
Arminius rejected this necessity on the basis of the fact that God also has the possibility 
of punishing sin in His Son, and therefore does not necessarily have to punish the sin- 
ner. The Gospel, as the reconciliation of sins through Christ, therefore has far-reaching 
consequences for our speaking about who God is, what he is doing, and how he is doing 
this. 

50 AC 472 (3: 36). 

51 Although election and reprobation both presuppose the existence of sin, sin is not 
yet the cause of reprobation, but is rather the meriting cause on which ground man can 
be reprobated and the condition required for the object of reprobation. Cf. AC 495-496 
(3: 71). Here the argumentation moves strongly in the direction of putting a *being not 
redeemed as a sinner from sin in and by Christ" as the cause for reprobation. 
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essential elements of the doctrine of God, as well as the doctrine of 
creation,” anthropology, and the covenant as God's way of relating with 
the human creature. 

While the prevailing Reformed theology, following Calvin and Beza, 
was deeply impressed by God's omnipotentia and sovereign freedom, by 
which God's will is the first cause of all things, Arminius argued that God 
cannot be exculpated from sin unless he considers man in his decree as a 
sinner.? God's freedom and absolute power are therefore circumscribed 
by two causes: God's own nature and a preceding act of God. Here God's 
justice is at stake as well. Arminius says: “God can do many things by 
his absolute power which he cannot do by right? What God does, then, 
may not conflict with his justice. “For his will is circumscribed within the 
bounds of justice"?* According to Arminius the question is not whether 
God's will is the cause of election and reprobation, but whether in this 
will sin precedes as the meriting cause of reprobation and as the required 
condition in the object of both election and reprobation. Creation to 
damnation is impossible, because damnation can only take place by a 
just judge whom nobody will condemn if not wicked through his own 
fault and without necessity. God is not bound by created laws, but is a 
law for himself, because he is Iustitia himself. The law that determines 
that he is not allowed to punish those who dont deserve it is not created, 
but is the eternal law, unchanging divine justice, to which God is bound 
by the immutability of his own nature and justice.” 


4.3. Mans Freedom and Responsibility for Sin and Unbelief 


Arminiuss deep-rooted conviction that each causal relationship between 
God and the fall, sin, and unbelief is contrary to God's essence, goodness, 


52 Cf. AC 477 (3: 44). 

5 Cf. AC 476 (3: 42) with AC 478 (3: 44-45). According to Arminius, if predestination 
and reprobation concern man before the fall, no single distinction can remove the 
problem that God is constituted the author of Adam's fall and sin. Cf. AC 493 (3: 67); cf. 
AC 500-505 (3: 77-84), where Arminius discusses six distinctions. Cf. AC 575 (3: 184), 
where Arminius again takes up the distinction between the decree and its execution. Cf. 
EP 647-649 (3: 288-290). Indeed, distinctions can clarify other situations. Cf. for example 
AC 592 (3: 209); EP 704-705 (3: 374); EP 707 (3: 379). 

54 AC 476-477 (3: 43-44). “Nam voluntas illius circumscripta est terminis iustitiae" 
AC 477 (3: 44). If in Scripture God is said to impel anyone to evil things, then it must 
be understood that he does this by the ministry of Satan, and in such a manner as can 
be easily reconciled with his justice: “isto modo, qui facile cum iustitia ipsius conciliari 
potest.” EP 708 (3: 380). 

°° EP 691-693 (3: 354-358). 
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and justice, resulted in his view that sin and unbelief are contingent 
creaturely acts, in which the creature is ultimately responsible. And 
if man is really free with respect to these matters (sin and unbelief) 
this also has implications for soteriology and predestination. The most 
controversial elements of Arminiuss theology—his thoughts about the 
liberum arbitrium, the range of the atonement, predestination, the non- 
irresistible character of grace, and (at the time less controversial) the 
theory of God's middle knowledge?$—should be understood as partial 
answers to the question of Gods iustitia. For Arminius, an attack on 
iustitia as the norm and arbiter of God's goodness implies an attack of 
God's essence and consequently also of the character of the creation and 
of the covenant between God and man. This turns theology upside down, 
and leads to blasphemy and absurdities.*” 

That God's iustitia was Arminiuss first concern and motivation which 
gives shape to a theology in which extremely controversial points such 


56 Cf. EP 716-717 (3: 393), where Arminius speaks about the way in which God can 
hinder the will to do something with infallible certainty, although without necessity or 
compulsion, by reason of the infinite wisdom of his foreknowledge. The influence of 
Molinas theory of scientia media is unmistakable here. "Actio qua agit in voluntatem 
[...] secundum modum voluntatis et libertatis ipsius, suasio dicetur commode. Impedit 
ergo Deus voluntatem vel actione physica, vel suasione, ne velit illud ad quod aliquo 
adfectu propendet. [...] Suasione impedit Deus voluntatem, quando argumento aliquo 
persuadet voluntati ne velit actum perpetrare, ad quem aliquo suo affectu fertur, et cui 
efficiendo vires habet aut habere sibi videtur sufficientes. Unde non necessario quidem, 
sed certo impeditur voluntas. Quia veto Deus pro infinitate sapientiae suae praevidit 
ex propositione iustius argumenti persuasum iri animum creaturae rationalis, et ex 
persuasione exstituram actus impeditionem, necesse non habet ut alio impedimenti 
genere utatur? Cf. EP 718 (3: 395-396). Cf. EP 752-753 (3: 446-447): “huic hypothesi 
non contrarius; verum ita cum illa consentiens, ut hypothesis illa sine hoc ordine se 
tueri non possit. Nam statuit Deum ab aeterno scire quod fieri possit ut homo ista tali 
gratia adiutus accipiat aut repudiet Christum: inde quod Deus decrevit vel permittere 
ut homo iste Christum repudiet, vel cooperari ut Christum fide accipiat: tum quod 
Deus praescit hunc hominem Christum fide apprehensurum, illum vero eundem per 
infidelitatem repudiaturum, Unde sequitur exsecutio illius decreti, quo statuit fideles 
iustificare et salvare, incredulos vero condemnare, quae est actualis illius iustificatio, et 
istius condemnatio? 

57 Cf. AC 610 (3: 235): "Accedit huc quod per solam peccati circumstantiam obiecto 
decreti additam et recte explicatam, omnes absurditates et blasphemiae decreto praedes- 
tinationis et reprobationis impingi solitae repelli possint, et solide ut inconsequentes 
refutari. (mg Nota bene.)" Cf. AC 498-500 (3: 73-77), where Arminius argues that the 
opinion of Calvin and Beza ought to be repudiated because their opinion makes God 
necessarily the author of sin. According to Arminius, Beza himself confessed it is incom- 
prehensible how God can be free from blame, and man exposed to blame, if man has fallen 
by the necessary ordinatio of God. Calvin and Beza openly denied that God is the author 
of sin (cf. AC 591 (3: 208)), but at the same time they did not show how this statement 
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as human free will function as solutions rather than as the point at 
issue, can be illustrated with many examples? Arminius does not aim 
at the elevation of human dignity, freedom or autonomy at the cost of 
God's position and the grace-character of salvation. The latter appears 
from the fact that he first had difficulty with prevailing opinions about 
God's relationship to the fall and sin, as well as about God's absolute 
decree of reprobation.” If the fall is the consequence of the removal or 
withholding of the grace which alone can restrain sin, God himself—as 
the Withholder—is the cause and author of sin. If anything is impossible, 
it is this, and that is the reason why Calvins and Bezas opinion is 
untenable.9? If the grace which is necessary to obey the law is withheld, 
man is not the cause of sin, but rather he who gives the law but not the 
grace necessary to obey that law.?! A violation of the law cannot be called 
sin if the law itself is unjust. Arminius shows something of his deepest 
conviction with the following words: “As if God were reaping where he 


can agree with their other statements. Therefore their opinion must be altered, "since it 
is a scandal to many, nay, a cause for many seceding from us, for a very great number not 
joining themselves to us.” 

58 This means that all substantial elements of Arminius’s later, more developed and 
precise theology, are already present after his correspondence with Junius. At this time 
"free will" is hardly a point of discussion and certainly not an important ingredient 
in his thinking. The doctrine of God, the related doctrine of creation, and the logical 
order of things seem to bring Arminius to his conclusion. This, combined with his 
pastoral experiences and with the consequences of the Calvinist theological approach, 
led Arminius to his deviating view. Arminius’s views on free will and the functioning of 
grace were also derived from this. 

5 See AC 493-494 (3: 67-68). Cf. EP 681-682 (3: 339-340) for Arminius’s discussion 
of Perkins’s doctrine of reprobation, in which he claimed that if sin necessarily arises out 
of God's passing by, then God is made to be the author of sin. 

60 AC 566 (3: 171). Cf. AC 569-571 (3: 175-178). Cf. AC 585-586 (3: 200), where 
Arminius, besides the removal of necessary grace, speaks about the impelling to sin 
by something more powerful than the power of man. Cf. AC 595 (3: 213-214), where 
Arminius again points out the connection between the necessity of sin and God's author- 
ship of sin. For sin resulting necessarily from the praeteritio (referring to Beza), cf. AC 603 
(3: 225). 

$! Arminius calls the relation of God to (the first) sin a most difficult and almost 
inexplicable discussion. If God denies (desertion) the first man things necessary to 
perseverance in goodness, God cannot be excused from the blame of sin. One can speak 
of a relative desertion—namely, in so far as God does not bestow efficacious help. Two 
things must be explained here: 1. sufficient and efficacious grace; 2. their administration 
and dispensation, and the causes of that dispension. On this point, it is noteworthy that 
Arminius left a gap in his autograph manuscript. The argumentation is not finished here. 
EP 688 (3: 349-350). 


DEFENSE OR DEVIATION? 39 


had not sowed, which is far from the good and just God!” This citation 
from Matthew 25 (= Luke 19) is often cited as an argument. 


4.4. Human and Scriptural Judgments 


Perkins starts his writing about predestination with the enumeration 
of ten generally accepted, rational axioms. In his response, Arminius 
denies that these axioms can be derived from the human mind since it 
is darkened by sin; in addition, they are by no means generally accepted. 
“The whole troop of Pelagians and semi-Pelagians were ignorant of those 
things" And Augustine sharply combated the notorious false teaching 
that we derive the good from ourselves. It is significant that in two of 
the ten axioms Gods justice in his deeds and judgments are discussed. 
In Arminiuss view we cannot use the rule that what God does is just 
to attribute anything to God that is discordant with human judgment. 
Likewise no judgments should be attributed to God which the Scriptures 
do not assign to him; and even much less (!) those which the Scriptures 
reveal to be contrary to the justice of God.® Scripture is first of all the 
norm for God's justice, while what can be derived from it with certo 
argumento follows next. The discussion of human judgment is notable. 
In Arminiuss view it is not permitted to attribute to God what is unjust 
according to human judgment. Although he does not explicitly discuss 
what functions as the norm of human judgment, any rivalry between the 
Scriptures and human judgment is out of the question. Both seem to be 


62 *Dei velut metentis ubi non seminavit, quod abest a bono et iusto Deo* Matthew 


25,24; Luke 19,22 are meant here. AC 567 (3: 173). This text is also mentioned in: 
AAC 617-618 (3: 246) and EP 644-645 (3: 283-284). In the last mentioned place where 
Arminius refers to this text, he says that God, by requiring a certain action, makes 
himself a debtor to furnish the power and strength without which the action cannot be 
performed. Cf. AC 572-573 (3: 181): “At potuit tamen praestare Legem, alioquin Deus 
est iniustus qui ponit Legem creaturae non praestabilem” 

$$ "This is about axioms 1 and 5. EP 635-636 (3: 267 and 270). With regard to 1: "Sed 
adhibeatur cautio; ne quid humano iudicio absonum, Deo tribuatur, et isto praetextu 
ut iustum defendatur, quia humano iudicio corrupto iniustum iudicetur; nisi certo 
argumento constet hoc Deo convenienter tribui posse. Non enim sufficit ad actionem 
aliquam aut opus Deo tribuendum, dicere Deum id iuste fecisse; licet ex hoc antecedente, 
Deus id fecit, consequens hoc, ergo iuste, necessario sequatur? With regard to 5: “Sed 
isto praetextu nulla iudicia Deo sunt tribuenda quae Scriptura ipsi non adsignat: multo 
minus quae iustitiae Dei Scripturis patefactae sunt contraria" Remarkably, the multo 
minus also occurs in a passage where Arminius argues that salvation is not performed 
by an irresistible act of God, and much less does damnation proceed from an irresistible 
necessity imposed by God. “Multo minus damnatio nonnullorum ex ineluctabili a Deo 
necessitate imposita proficiscitur" EP 750 (3: 443). 
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able to decide what is just in accordance with each other and with some 
interaction,™ with the postulate of the primacy of Scripture and God's 
justice.°° 


4.5. Gods (Un)limited Rights 


Arminiuss discussion of God's right over his creatures is inextricably 
linked with his thought about God's justice. It is not an injustice if God 
does not elect all because he is under no obligation to bestow mercy on 
anyone. But this right which God has over his creatures is not infinite? 
(“as many suppose"!) and is not determined by God's omnipotence. Every 
right of God over his creatures rests either upon 1. God's benefits; 2. the 
creaturess misdoing; or 3. the contract entered into between God and 
his creatures. God's right does not exceed the well-doing or ill-doing 
on which it is grounded. For example: Man received his existence by 
the benefit of creation from God. This includes both his nature and the 
attainment to supernatural felicity under the condition of obedience. 
Under this relation, God has the right to reduce man to his (original) 
nihilum. However, without intervention of sin, he may not reduce man 
to less than nothing—namely, to misery (to be miserable is less than 
not to be). If this right of God is not taken into account, one falls into 
many absurdities, and injustice is done to God (Arminius here refers to 
Augustine).9? 

However, does not this way of speaking about God's limited rights lead 
to an unacceptable curtailment of God's freedom and the freedom of his 
will? Perkinss reference to the freedom of God's will forced Arminius to 


$* In connection with this I will point out again that this law which determines that it 
is not allowed to punish those who do not deserve it is not a created, but is the eternal 
law. It is unchanging divine justice, which is God himself. EP 691-693 (3: 354-358). This 
fact is of interest for the question of how Arminius thought about the reliability of human 
reason in determining what is just. 

$5 This is confirmed in EP 700 (3: 368): "Sed videndum an et quo modo Deus aliquid 
decernat. Fieri enim nequit ut ipsius decreta cum iustitia ipsius nobis in Scripturis 
patefacta pugnent: quare sciendum est non sufficere ad culpam a decreto quod nos Deo 
ascribimus, auferendam, si addamus decrevisse sed iuste: non enim vocis istius additio 
iustum facit decretum, sed commonstrandum id quod Deo tribuimus decretum, revera 
ipsi convenire, et tum de iustitia nulla erit quaestio? 

$6 *Et hoc sensu nulli facit iniuriam, si non omnes eligat, quia ad misericordiam 
praestandam nulli obligatur" EP 656 (3: 301). 

$7 “Tus enim illud non est infinitum" EP 656 (3: 301). 

$8 EP 656-657 (3: 301-302). 
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statements that clarify his view on this subject. He wished that Perkins 
had not attributed a liberty to God's will that discredits God's justice. 
Rather, iustitia is prior to God's will and is its rule. Liberty is attributed 
to the will as its mode (modus) and is therefore circumscribed by justice. 
God's being most free as to his will consists not in his willing all things, 
but in willing freely whatever he wills. Because of his justice God cannot 
will certain things. Yet, this does not limit God5 liberty! God's will is not 
"circumscribed" by anything superior outside himself, but by the justice 
of God itself. God's will (voluntas)9 is the causa causarum, beyond which 
no ratio should be sought. Therefore, while there is no causa outside or 
above God, this liberty of God still does not impinge on God's justice 
which rules God’s liberty.” 


4.6. Gods (Un)limited Power 


The same kind of limitation applies to God's potentia. God's power is not 
an instrument of affection or desire or divine velleity, but of free volition 
following the last decision of divine wisdom.”! This implies that God's 
power does what he desires, as far as it is fitting (decet).” This “fitting” 
applies especially to the modi in which God turns his desires into acts. 
Although God seriously desires that all people be saved, he is forced by 
peoples obstinate wickedness to condemn them. It is not "fitting" for 
God to correct human wickedness in his absolute mode. God therefore 
desires their condemnation because he is unwilling for his own justice 
to perish.? Arminius opposes the objection that the condition of faith 
makes the will of God uncertain with an appeal to God's infinite wisdom, 
by which all things are present to himself, and he knows with certainty 
all future things, including the most contingent ones.”* Arminius equally 
opposes the objection that this makes the first cause, God, dependent 


© The English translation here wrongly has “justice.” 

70 EP 683 (3: 342-343). 

7! “Dei enim potentia non est instrumentum affectus seu desiderii seu velleitatis 
divinae, sed volitionis liberae ultimum divinae sapientiae iudicium secutae? EP 741 (3: 
430). For the way in which God's wisdom and God' justice relate to each other see also 
ARo 796 (3: 512-513); AC 580-582 (3: 192-194); EP 642 (3: 279). 

7? “Quanquam Deus eousque sua utatur potentia ad obtinendum quod desiderat, quo 
decet? EP 741 (3: 430). C£. EP 742-743 (3: 432). 

3 EP 741-742 (3: 430-431). 

74 <... neque potest incertitudo tribui voluntati illius qui infinita sua sapientia omnia 
sibi habet praesentia, et omnia etiam maxime contingentia certo praescit futura" EP 742 
(3: 431). 
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upon second causes. It is God who lays down the rules, and he acts 
according to those rules: all antecedent and consequent willing is from 
God, but man does play a part in it. With regard to the latter God's justice 
again comes to the fore. God freely determines that the sinner must be 
punished, but he does not inflict punishment except on sinners. In this 
God's power (potentia) is suspended by God's justice (iustitia), according 
to which that power has to be exercised.” 


4.7. Some Provisional Conclusions 


The difference between Arminius and his Reformed opponents is that 
the latter stopped at God5 irresistible and unconditional absolute power 
and will. Arminius’s response to Perkins was that it is not allowable for 
us to frame definitions at our own pleasure."? Both the Scriptures as 
well as a right consideration of God's attributes (goodness and justice) 
proves the existence of the distinction between an antecedent and a 
consequent will. God cannot will eternal death to his rational creature 
which is created in his own image without consideration of sin." The way 
in which Arminius reasoned from God's bonitas and iustitia shows that 
these attributes constitute a regulating element in his logic. Throughout 
his argumentation, Arminius held the view that Scripture and orderly 
thinking are not contradictory, but reinforce each other. 


5. Remote Arguments 


5.1. God's Concursus 


In doctrines such as God's concursus, God's justice is often implied. God 
never denies his concurrence of either general governance or special 
grace. For he who denies to anyone the help necessary to perform 
the act of faith also wills that such a person not believe. The denial 
of necessary concurrence or help to perform an act is the same as a 
general and efficacious prevention of that act. One will of God cannot be 


7» “Pendet igitur ista paena ex mera et libera Dei voluntate, quam tamen inferre non 


potest nisi peccatoribus, suspendente illius potentiam iustitia divina, secundum quam 
potentia est exercenda? EP 742 (3: 432). 
76 “Non licet nobis definita et definitiones nostro arbitratu fingere? EP 743 (3: 433). 
77 EP 744 (3: 434-435). 
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contrary to another will of God;” his general command to believe obliges 
him not to deny his concurrence.” This implies the communication 
of sufficient grace and consequently a non-irresistible operation of this 
grace. Otherwise, damnation would be out of the question, which is 
in conflict with the Scriptures and experience. The separate elements 
of Arminiuss theology are like pieces of a puzzle which fit together 
seamlessly and together illustrate God's goodness and justice. Each piece 
has its own place in the midst of, and in relationship to, the other pieces 
and to the overall picture. 


5.2. No Plea for Absolute Freedom 


Against the opinion that Arminius made individual freedom absolute, we 
must note his statements about original sin (all sinned in Adam)? and 
about those having sinned or rejected and refused grace in their parents 
or grandparents.?! For example, Arminius wrote that everybody is called 
to the truth: one is called either in himself or his parents, grandparents 
or great-grandparents! The sins of the heathen excluded them from the 
covenant by their own fault, either through their own sins or through 
ancestral sins.*” 


78 According to Arminius, the opinions of Calvin and Beza on this point— let it 
be said without damage to the honour of such great men"—as well as Perkins, are not 
agreeable to the truth. EP 699 (3: 367). 

7 EP 667-668 (3: 318-319). Cf. EP 668 (3: 319-320): “Hic sane nulla est voluntatum 
pugna, sed diversi tantum volendi gradus quoad nos, seu potius diversae Dei secundum 
diversa obiecta volitiones: secundum quos tamen gradus non potest dici volens et nolens 
idem obiectum, volens nempe conversionem et nolens conversionem unius eiusdemque 
hominis; observatis legibus iustae oppositionis. Velim mihi explicari quomodo Deus ex 
animo velit ut in Christum credat ille, quem a Christo alienum esse vult, et cui necessaria 
ad fidem auxilia negare decrevit; hoc enim est alicuius conversionem nolle? 

80 AC 560 (3: 162-163). 

81 EP 685 (3: 345). 

82 EP 746-747 (3: 438): "vocationem qua quis aut in se aut in parentibus vocatus est”. 
Cf. also EP 738-739 (3: 427-428); EP 776-777 (3: 483-484). On the covenant and the 
relationship between children and parents Arminius wrote: “Perpetua enim est foederi 
Dei ratio, quod Filii in Parentibus compraehendantur et censeantur? EP 685 (3: 345), 
cf. also EP 755 (3: 451): “quod alii populi ab alienati sunt ab ista promissione (namely 
in Genesis 3,15; wdb), sua vel parentum culpa. Also worth mentioning is the follow- 
ing quotation of Arminius: "Licet verum sit, Spiritum in omnibus non spirare, Christum 
non omnibus Patrem revelare, non omnes trahi a Patre? EP 755 (3: 450). Although not 
everybody is called according to the revelation of Christ and the Gospel, all men are 
called with some calling. A calling out of the Gospel is not immediately saving, and may 
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5.3. Grace Absolutely Necessary 


While Pelagianism attributes the faculty of well-doing either wholly to 
nature, or only partially to grace, Arminius is convinced that he attributes 
it entirely to grace. If grace and the potential to believe is universally 
conferred by God upon the nature of mankind, it is not yet Pelagianism. 
However, while the ability to believe is from nature as a gift from God, 
still the actual belief is from grace. 

Arminius emphasized that salvation and faith have their cause (causa) 
in God's grace alone, while only the occasion (occasio) is in the faith 
of man. This faith is bestowed in a non-irresistible way by God's grace, 
whereas unbelief and sin are totally caused by man alone. Arminius 
refused to conclude from the fact that sin and unbelief must be causally 
traced back 100 percent to man that faith has its total or partial cause 
in man.* This coheres with the fact that God gives sufficient grace by 
which people are able to believe, while unbelief is an unintentional effect 
despite this sufficient grace and despite God's taking pains to persuade 
man.® Man is the figulus, the “potter” of his own damnation; the ratio 


be said to be antecedent to the saving grace by which Christ is offered. If this calling is 
rightly used, one will also receive saving grace in Christ from God's mercy. EP 777 (3: 
484). 

83 EP 775-776 (3: 482): “non enim inde sequitur, naturam et gratiam aeque late patere, 
nam posse credere naturae est, credere gratiae. Sic et posse velle atque velle se habent? 
Cf. Dekker, Rijker dan Midas (see above, n. 4), pp. 154-155. 

84 Cf. EP 663 (3: 312-313). “Neque inde sequitur Deum decrevisse fidem dare iis 
quos praevidit obedituros. Longe enim dispar est ratio actuum misericordiae et iustitiae 
divinae. Hi enim causam habent ad hominibus, illi occasionem quidam ab hominibus 
habent, causam vero a solo Deo" Cf. EP 680-681 (3: 338-339) for the asymmetry 
with respect to the meriting cause of election and reprobation. Cf. EP 749 (3: 441): 
Election to salvation is according to the foreknowledge of future faith, which God has 
out of grace decreed to bestow upon the same by the ordinary means ordained by himself; 
reprobation however is according to the foreknowledge of unbelief, or contempt of the 
Gospel, the whole fault of which rests with the reprobate themselves. Arminius would 
contradict himself if the following quotation about the total cause of faith entirely 
represented his own view: "[...] fidem ita esse merae voluntatis Dei, ut voluntas illa 
non utatur omnipotente et irresistibili motione ad fidem ingenerandam hominis, sed 
leni suasione et accommodata ad movendam voluntatem hominibus pro modo libertatis 
ipsius: ac propterea causam totalem cur ille credat, iste non, esse voluntatem Dei et 
liberum arbitrium hominis? The only “solution,” in my view, is to take it entirely serious 
that Arminius says explicitly that he reproduces the opinion of Perkinss opponent, 
Hemmingius: “Respondebit ille cum quo tibi hic negotium, fidem ita esse [...]" EP 757 
(3: 453-454). 

$5 Cf. EP 750 (3: 443). 
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of damnation is merit. The ratio of election, however, is mere gratuita 
(merely gratuitous). It is not only not from merit, but it is also against the 
demerit of man.*ó 

Arminius also explicitly addressed the disputed question of whether 
the grace offered to man is accepted by the aid of a grace common to 
everyone, or by the help of peculiar grace. Arminius did not worry much 
about it: common grace also proceeds undeservedly from gratuitous 
divine favour and leads to God's praise. Peculiar grace also ought to be 
explained so that it is consistent with free will. Likewise, common grace 
must be explained (if one supposes the existence of peculiar grace) so 
that man may by his rebellion be held worthy of condemnation, while 
God is not shown to be unjust.?7 


3$ "Etiamsi homo gratiae communis ope gratiam oblatam acceptando, se dignum 


electione faceret, et alius eandem repudiando reprobatione dignum se praestaret: non 
tamen ex eo sequeretur, electionem et reprobationem esse hominis, sed Dei dignitatem 
et indignitatem iudicantis et remunerantis. Et de reprobatio omnino verum est, hominem 
sibi esse causam meritoriam damnationis, et propterea reprobationis, quae est voluntas 
damnandi. Quare etiam figulus potest dici suae damnationis, ratione iustius meriti: licet 
Deus si vellet meritum hoc illi condonare posset. At electionis alia est ratio: illa enim 
est mere gratuita, non tantum non ex merito, verum etiam contra demeritum hominis.” 
EP 751 (3: 444-445). 

87 "Caeterum an gratia oblata homini etiam ab illo accipiatur ope gratiae quae illi com- 
munis cum aliis repudiantibus eandem gratiam, an vero auxilio gratiae illi peculiaris, in 
controversia forte est. [...] Annon omnia illa sunt gratuiti favoris divini? [...] Quid ad 
hanc rem magnopere facit, sive gratiae communis ope sive peculiaris oblatam benedic- 
tionem fuerit amplexus, si tam illa quam haec adsensum hominis liberum impetraverit, 
et certo impetratura a Deo praescita fuerit? [...] ita peculiarem illam gratiam explican- 
dam esse, ut cum libero arbitrio consistere possit: et gratiam communem ita describen- 
dam, ut homo per illius repudiationem condemnatione dignus haberi possit, Deusque ab 
iniustitia alienus demonstrari" EP 751-752 (3: 445). Up to the end of his life Arminius 
acknowledged that he knew more about what was not the case with respect to the rela- 
tion between free will and grace (for example that grace is not irresistable), than what was 
truly the case. Only he who “searches God's depths,” i.e. the Spirit of God, knows the true 
relation between free will and grace. This is noted in a letter from Borrius to Episcopius in 
the last disputation held under Arminius on 25 July 1609. According to a letter fragment 
from Arminius on 8 July 1606, the distinction between gratia sufficiens and efficax must 
be permitted, because otherwise the free choice and God's justice cannot be defended. 
However, the issue of how grace can be sufficient while it does not effect that for which 
it is sufficient, as well as what the efficiency of grace depends on, remains for Arminius 
an intricate question. For both letters, see Dekker, Rijker dan Midas (see above, n. 4), 
pp. 169-171. Arminius’s express plea to secure the liberum arbitrium must be explained 
from the perspective of God's justice. For example, this becomes evident in EP 754 (3: 
448): "Distinctio inter posse credere si velis, et posse velle credere, non est accurate satis 
abs te (that is: Perkinss, wdb) proposita. Utrunque enim, tam hoc quam illud potest con- 
venire non credituris, imo et convenit. Nam nisi possint credere, imo et velle credere, non 
possunt iure puniri eo quod [non] crediderunt?” 
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6. Iustitia Dei in Arminiuss Private Disputations 


To see how Iustitia Dei functions in Arminiuss later works, let us now 
briefly look at Arminius’s private disputations?? about God's nature: his 
momenta, faculties, and attributes. God's nature has two momenta: essen- 
tia and vita.*? To essentia belongs “oneness” and “goodness”: God is one 
and the highest good. All things derive their being and goodness from 
him (15). God's vita has the faculties understanding, will, and power (16). 
With respect to the attributes of God's will Arminius first describes those 
which have an analogy to the affections of rational creatures— namely, 
love, and goodness. God loves himself and the bonum iustitiae (good 
of justice) first of all, while he loves the creature secondly. At the same 
time, God hates injustice (20). The following disputation attends to those 
attributes of God which have some analogy to the moral virtues, and 
which act as moderators of love and goodness and all those things con- 
nected with them. Here the general attribute is Iustitia: it is universal, 
legal, and contains all virtues in itself. With his justice God administers 
all things rightly and properly according to that which his wisdom indi- 
cates as befitting himself. In cooperation with his wisdom, God's justice 
governs all his acts, decrees, and deeds. It is according to this justice that 
God is said to be "just and right" in all things. With his particular jus- 
tice God consistently renders to everyone what is his own. The method 
of the decrees does not differ from this. This justice moderates partly 
his love for the good of obedience and partly his love for the creature 
and its goodness. God's justice concerns both his deeds and his words. 
Other issues discussed within this disputation are God's patience, long- 
suffering, gentleness, lenity, clemency, and readiness to pardon as mod- 
erating anger, castigations, and punishments. Among the three corollaria 
which are added to this disputation, two discuss the connection between 
God's justice and sin. The first agrees with the opinion that God's justice 


88 These disputations can be found in PrD 352-363 (2: 338-353). I note in brackets 
within the text the number of the cited disputation. With respect to the authorship of 
academic disputations, we must be careful about whether to attribute them either to the 
presider or the defendant or to both. Some important reasons include: 1. there is no 
certainty about the authorship of disputations and 2. the genre disputation as academic 
lesson does not guarantee that the author fully discloses his opinion about the discussed 
doctrine even when we can be certain about the authorship, and especially when the 
author is suspected for deviating ideas. In this case, however, we should assume that the 
cited disputations are authored by Arminius himself and that he did not contradict his 
own views. 

8° Cf. Muller, God, Creation and Providence (see above, n. 2), pp. 114-120. 
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does not permit him to destine to eternal death a rational creature who 
has never sinned. According to the second, God's justice does not permit 
that a creature could be saved who perseveres in his sins (21). 


7. Conclusion: Deviation as Defense 


In Arminiuss private disputations, the fundamental place that Iustitia 
occupies in the doctrine of God as the general governing attribute of 
God's will is consistent with the use of iustitia Dei in Arminiuss sixteenth- 
century writings. God’s free will is the mensura (measure) of Gods power. 
For Arminius, this meant that what cannot fall under God's will cannot 
fall under God's power either (22). God's justice, an analogical property 
with the creaturely moral virtue iustitia in the mode of supereminentia, 
is decisive for all that God can will and do on account of who God essen- 
tially is. Therefore, Arminiuss view of the character, place, and function 
of Gods iustitia is the deepest source and the main motive for his devi- 
ation from the “mainstream” of late sixteenth-century Reformed theol- 
ogy, as represented by Calvin and Beza. His reflection on the relationship 
between God's justice and human sin led him to focus on God’s justice as 
one ofthe most important and far-reaching assumptions of his whole the- 
ology.” Therefore, Arminius’s deviation must be regarded, at least from 
his own intentions, as an emphatic defence of God and his justice. 


90 My condusions, on the one hand, seem to correspond to those stated in the 
literature on Arminiuss theology with regard to God's justice. On the other hand, 
my conclusions call for assigning God's justice a more important and more regulating 
function in Arminiuss theology than it is given up to this time. Cf. Muller, God, Creation 
and Providence (see above, n. 2), pp. 113-114, 138-139, 195, and especially 199-202; 
Richard A. Muller, 'God, predestination, and the integrity of the created order: a note on 
patterns in Arminius’s theology, in Later Calvinism. International Perspectives, ed. W. Fred 
Graham (Kirksville Missouri, 1994), pp. 442, 445-446; Dekker, Rijker dan Midas (see 
above, n. 4), pp. 170-171; Witt, Creation, redemption and grace (see above, n. 3), pp. 307- 
310, 678-679; Cornelis Graafland, Van Calvijn tot Barth. Oorsprong en ontwikkeling van 
de leer der verkiezing in het Gereformeerd Protestantisme (’s-Gravenhage, 1987), pp. 92- 
93; G.J. Hoenderdaal, ‘De theologische betekenis van Arminius; Nederlands Theologisch 
Tijdschrift 15 (1960-1961), p. 94; John Mark Hicks, The Theology of Grace in the Thought 
of Jacobus Arminius and Philip van Limborch: a Study in the Development of Seventeenth- 
Century Dutch Arminianism (unpubl. diss. Ph.D. Westminster Theological Seminary, 
1985), pp. 72-73. Hoenderdaal, on the basis of his investigation into the theology of 
Episcopius, poses the interesting question of whether the Remonstrants later on shifted 
the problem from the locus de Deo to the locus de homine: G.J. Hoenderdaal, Arminius en 
Episcopius, Nederlands Archief voor Kerkgeschiedenis 60 (1980), 216-219. Hicks, in his 
comparative research of Arminius with Van Limborch, comes to similar conclusions. Cf. 
Hicks, Theology of grace (see above, this note), especially pp. 309-314. 
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PHILOSOPHY AND THE SYNOD OF DORDT. 
ARISTOTELIANISM, HUMANISM, AND 
THE CASE AGAINST ARMINIANISM 


HENRI A. Krop 


Introduction 


In 1612 the Leiden humanist scholar Petrus Cunaeus (1586-1638) com- 
posed a short text, criticizing the “choleric quarrelsome scam of theolo- 
gians.” By introducing their contentions into barbershops, boats, wag- 
ons, and theaters they caused unrest and discord in the Church and in 
the State. These false scholars taught simple men an abstruse theology 
and an incomprehensible doctrine of inevitable fate and determinism.! 
The poet fancied the senate of an ideal republic of scholars presided 
over by Erasmus, in which these theologians were put on trial (chap- 
ter 16). Sophia (Wisdom), a witness for the prosecution, is followed by 
Truth, Boldness, Temperance, and Liberality, all terrifying figures to the 
theologians. Wisdom accused these intruders of an ungodly intellectual 
pride, because they attempted to unravel mysteries unintelligible to man. 
Their impious endeavor resulted in sectarianism and an un-Christian 
hatred (chapter 29).? This humanist satire caused a great stir, and lec- 
tures came to a halt, but the university authorities backed the professor, 
who provoked the theologians even more by adding a translation of an 
anti-Christian satire written by the Roman emperor Julian, the Apostate. 


! Petrus Cunaeus, Sardi Venales. Satyra Menippea in huius seculi homines plerosque 
inepté eruditos (Leiden, 1612), edited in Two Neo-Latin Menippean Satires, ed. C. Ma- 
theeussen and C.L. Heesakkers (Leiden, 1980), pp. 102-104 (chap. 7): The mind of 
these theologians "penetrates into places where due to their vanity they are captured by 
some evaporative humbug (nugas quasdam evanidas) and sophistic nonsense (subtilia 
deliramenta)? They circulate their errors among the common people, inducing simple 
men to dispute about ‘fatum, a topic that is full of superstition. The consequence has 
been that at the market the vendors deal with "aeternae legis imperium et necessitatem 
inevitabilem.’—I want to express my gratitude for Donald Sinnemas precise and valuable 
comments on an earlier version of this paper. 

? Petrus Cunaeus, Sardi Venales, ed. Matheeussen and Heesakkers (see above, n. 1), 
p. 156: "they pass judgment on obscure things as if they were certain? They hang on to 
their opinions, as if they were mariners stuck to a rock after a shipwreck. 
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Although Cunaeus denounced Arminian and Contra-Remonstrant the- 
ologians alike, taking no stand whatsoever on their controversies, after 
the Synod of Dordt the humanist luminary was accused of Arminanism 
and he had to publish a retraction.’ 

This little story shows that even in the early seventeenth century the 
general public tended to associate humanist philosophy with Arminian 
leanings. Conversely, Contra-Remonstrant theologians were presumed 
to sympathize with Aristotelianism and the ‘old’ philosophy in general. 
Although some scholars both in the past and in the present have taken 
such relationships for granted, the events at the Synod do not substanti- 
ate such claims. In this article I will argue for the absence of direct links 
between the philosophical views adopted by the delegates and the con- 
clusions reached in the theological issues debated at Dordt almost four 
hundred years ago. 

It should be noted that a significant number of the delegates at the 
Synod were professional philosophers or authored at least one publi- 
cation in this field of learning. Their philosophical outlook, however, 
was extremely diverse. Antonius Walaeus, for example, is a representa- 
tive of humanist Aristotelianism, which dominated Leiden University 
during the first decades of the seventeenth century, whereas William 
Ames championed a Ramist anti- Aristotelianism with Platonic leanings. 
Among the German delegations we encounter eclectic philosophers such 
as Matthias Martinius and Johan Heinrich Alsted, who had some sym- 
pathy with hermetism and occultism. Notwithstanding these opposing 
philosophical views, all delegates signed the Canons of Dordt. 

Even the Bremer professor Martinius was unquestionably sincere in 
his subscription, although the famous anguished exclamation, “Never 
again shall I set foot in an assembly such as this. Oh Dordt, Oh Dordt. 
Would to God I had never seen thee!" is sometimes offered as proof 
to the contrary.^ For, in 1617 he presided over a disputation, which at 
least prima facie is perfectly orthodox. Some of its theses are directly 
opposed to the notion ofa fides praevisa apparently implying a necessary 
condition in man for predestination (a focal point in the 1610 Hague 
Remonstrance). Martiniuss student, for example, observed that "the 
entire and moving cause of election is God's good will, and therefore 


3 Petrus Cunaeus, Sardi Venales, ed. Matheeussen and Heesakkers (see above, n. 1), 
pp. 14-17 (Introduction). 

4 Quoted from Howard Hotson, Johan Heinrich Alsted 1588-1638. Between Renais- 
sance, Reformation and Universal Reform (Oxford, 2000), p. 117. 
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all distinction between a general and a particular election has to be 
denounced.” Particular or secondary election, described as the “election 
of a person due to a specific condition in accordance with faith which 
God foresees,’ is briskly commented on.” Finally, the respondens observed 
that God's will is the only cause of reprobation.° 

According to Martinius and the other philosophers present at the 
Synod, the Remonstrant fides praevisa, or foreseen faith, interfered with 
divine election and Gods sovereign decree. They unanimously consid- 
ered this conception to be the consequence of a false philosophical the- 
ology; on the other hand, the orthodox view steered a moderate middle 
course between ‘Epicurean’ improvidence and ‘Stoic’ determinism. 

What is more, these philosophers denounced the Arminian accusation 
of a denial of human freedom. Apparently they had no problem in 
accepting the compatibility of human liberty with divine omnipotence. 
Notwithstanding the differences in philosophical outlook, they shared 
some key notions. Moreover, under the influence of humanist ideals 
they adopted the same view of the nature and task of philosophy. Under 
the pervasive influence of humanist ideals they believed that philosophy 
had to be modest, steering a middle course between extremes, and had 
to be practiced without vain curiosity. When they philosophized, they 
aimed at simple truths, directly relevant to the life of the individual 
and of society by creating unity and concord.’ Consequently, if these 
ideals were to a certain extent realized, it follows that the Synod of 
Dordt is not so much a demonstration of rigid and austere Calvinism, as 


? Questionum quarundam theologicarum utiliorum sylloge [resp. Tobias Tegneus 
from Leeuwarden] (Bremen, 1617), pp. 6-7: “An solum Dei beneplacitum sit interna 
causa movens electionis? Aff. An haec voluntas sit conditionalis et inefficax? Neg. An 
detur aliqua electio generalis seu primaria, qua Deus ex mero beneplacito aliquos eligerit 
sine praevisione fidei ... aliqua itidem specialis ac secundaria qua propter praevisam 
conditionem secundum fidem hunc prae illo? Scriptura talem generale decretum seu 
primarium et speciale ac secundarium non novit, utpote quae nullam rem temporariam 
ac terrenam decreti Dei causam, etiam sine qua non, facit? Providence implies that all 
events are caused by God. "An secundum Dei providentiam omnia quae fiunt, fiunt? Aff. 
An Deus futura contingentia decreto suo determinaverit ad alterutrum oppositorum? 
Aff” Sins are permitted by God's all governing will, but not caused by it. For, in the case 
of sin He does not will to impede the working of the natural essences and powers required 
to produce a crime against His law. God provides all physical and psychological means 
and concurs with all causes in their working. However, "this permission is not a moral 
one" (pp. 10-11). 

$ Quaestionum quarundam theologicarum utiliorum sylloge (see above, n. 5), p. 8. 

7 For ‘unity’ as a key notion of orthodoxy see Joris van Eijnatten, Liberty and Concord 
in the United Provinces, Religious Toleration and the Public in the Eighteenth-Century 
Netherlands (Leiden, 2003). 
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nineteenth-century liberal Church historians would have it, but an ex- 
pression of the delegates’ desire to overcome discord in the Reformed 
Churches by including in the canones a range of views on the basis of 
some basic philosophical—and theological—truths. 

In this article I will argue for these points by focusing on two Dutch 
theologians with philosophical leanings who participated in the Synod 
and opposed Arminianism both prior to the Synod and afterwards on 
philosophical grounds: Antonius Walaeus and William Ames. In each 
section I offer some biographical information, followed by an outline 
of their views on philosophy and its relation to theology, and finally a 
presentation of the philosophical arguments against the Arminians. 


Antonius Walaeus (1573-1639) 


Undoubtedly Antonius Walaeus (1573-1639) was one of the most promi- 
nent delegates at the Synod. His prominence appears from the fact that 
though he was just a minister and philosophy teacher at Middelburg, he 
was treated as an honorary member of the delegation of Dutch theology 
professors and was selected to the committee that drafted the Canons. 
Walaeus was born in 1573 at Ghent in the Southern part of the Nether- 
lands.? At the age of ten he had to flee his hometown during the Spanish 
siege of Ghent, following his father in exile to the United Provinces. At the 
Illustrious school of Middelburg, the capital of Zeeland, he received his 
philosophical education under John Murdison (1568-1605). This Scot- 
tish professor is noted for introducing Aristotelian metaphysics at Leiden 
University after his appointment in 1599. Presumably he had provided 
the young Walaeus with a preliminary training in Aristotelian philoso- 
phy during his preceding years at Middelburg as well. In the vita written 
by Walaeuss eldest son Johannes Walaeus and included in the posthu- 
mous Opera, the author takes note of the disputations on syllogism and 
Aristotles De mundo that were held at the school? In 1596 Walaeus went 
to Leiden in order to take up the study of theology. There he boarded 
in the house of Franciscus Gomarus, whom he admired and venerated. 


8 For this biographical introduction see J.D. de Lind van Wijngaarden, Antonius 
Walaeus (Leiden, 1891), and with respect to the Synod, Donald W. Sinnema, The Issue 
of Reprobation at the Synod of Dort (1618-1619) in the Light of the History of this Doctrine 
(Ph.D. dissertation, University of St. Michael's College, Toronto, 1985), pp. 277 and 354- 
356. 

? “Vita, in Antonii Walaei Opera omnia (Leiden [1647-1648]), 1: 10. 
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According to the vita, his philosophical education at Leiden included the 
study of Keckermann and Zabarella in logic, Toletatus in physics, and 
Piccolomino in moral philosophy. Besides these Reformed and Catholic 
German, Italian, and Spanish Neo-Scholastic authors, Walaeus stud- 
ied Suarez Metaphysics, Thomas Aquinas, Duns Scotus, Aristotle, and 
from the Platonic tradition Plato, Plotinus, and Ficino. He read Aris- 
totle in the original Greek, which convinced him of the fact that con- 
temporary Aristotelism was imitating Aphrodisias and Averroes more 
than Aristotle himself. Moreover, Walaeus was displeased with (Roman 
Catholic) scholasticism that was in conflict with Scripture and sound 
reason, and merged the damned decrees of Aristotle with the divine 
doctrine.'? In 1602 he returned to Zeeland, where he became a minis- 
ter at Walcheren and from 1606 onwards he taught Greek and philoso- 
phy at the Illustrious School of Middelburg. In 1611 Gomarus resigned 
his chair at Leiden due to the ascendancy of Arminianism in the the- 
ological faculty. Soon afterwards he was offered a professorship at the 
recently established Middelburg Collegium theologicum. The governors 
of the school planned to appoint Walaeus as Gomaruss colleague but 
Gomarus accused his former boarding student of heresies. The result 
was that Walaeus remained professor of Greek and philosophy. Nev- 
ertheless Walaeus continued to be a staunch representative of Contra- 
Remonstrantism and in a tract of 1615 he advocated the independence 
of the church from the Christian—Remonstrant—magistrate. Refuting 
Johannes Uytenbogaerts conception of a church subjected to the Chris- 
tian government, he defended the principle of collateralism: both church 
and state were equally dependent on Gods authority. Walaeus advo- 
cated the right of the Church to appoint its own ministers, although the 
Christian magistrate had the responsibility to defend the interests of the 
Church against its internal and external enemies. Gerardus Vossius, in a 
letter to Grotius, called Walaeus’s ideas on the Church a phantasm, but he 
praised the spirit of moderation in which the book was written.!! At the 
Synod Walaeus associated himself with the irenical professor Antonius 
Thysius of Harderwijk and with the Leiden professor Johannes Polyan- 
der who had kept peace with Simon Episcopius during the years when 
both occupied chairs in theology at Leiden. With Gomarus, however, 
Walaeus disputed on several occasions. After the purge of Leiden Univer- 
sity asa consequence ofthe Synod—which led to the dismissal of Bertius, 


10 ‘Vita (see above, n. 9), 1: 12. 


H De Lind van Wijngaarden, Antonius Walaeus (see above, n. 8), p. 38. 
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Barlaeus, and Episcopius— Walaeus finally was appointed professor of 
theology. He died in 1639. The vita underscores the modesty of his 
theology, the leniency of his character which made him unfit to become 
principal of a Latin School, and his willingness to leave untouched the 
mysteries of faith inscrutable to man.'? 


Walaeuss View of Philosophy 


Walaeuss most important philosophical work is without doubt his man- 
ual on Aristotelian ethics, called Compendium ethicae Aristotelicae ad 
normam veritatis christianae revocatum (1620). Itis based on lectures that 
he delivered earlier in Middelburg and it includes an extensive discus- 
sion of predestination, which is unusual in a philosophical treatise. The 
book was reprinted several times during the first half of the seventeenth 
century and was finally included in Walaeuss posthumous Opera omnia. 
Although the second part of the title promises the reader that Aristotelian 
ethics will be judged according to the norm of Christian truth, Walaeus 
essentially respects the Aristotelian tradition. In dealing with moral phi- 
losophy methodice and breviter, Walaeus begins the argument with the 
end of human life, that is to say, the supreme good, and then deals with 
the means to reach this goal, namely virtue, which is further divided into 
virtue in general and particular virtues.” The virtues Walaeus deals with 
are the Aristotelian ones and not those of the Ten Commandments. He 
explicitly refrains from adopting the example of the Genevan theolo- 
gian Lambertus Danaeus.'^ For it was his intention to demonstrate the 
powers of natural and unenlightened reason and the limits of philoso- 
phy by dealing with its most eminent representative: Aristotle. Walaeus, 
therefore, underscores the identity of his method with Aristotle’s in the 
Ethica Nicomachea. Like the Greek philosopher, the Dutch theologian 
starts with a discussion of the supreme good, continuing with the causes 
of an action, the definition of virtue in general, and the particular vir- 
tues.!° 


12 Vita (see above, n. 9), 1: 13. 


13 “Compendium ethicae Aristotelicae in Antonii Walaei Opera omnia (Leiden [1647- 
1648]) (hereafter cited as ‘Compendium ethicae Aristotelicae’), 2: 262. 

14 “Compendium ethicae Aristotelicae; 2: 279: “Danaeus virtutes dividit secundum 
ordinem decalogi" Although “haec divisio sane pulcherrima et perfectissima, utpote à 
Deo ipso methodo profecta; it will not be adopted since it is “magis theologica" The 
work he is referring to is Danaeus’s Ethices Christianae Libri III (Geneva, 1577). 

15 *Compendium ethicae Aristotelicae; 2: 262: 'ut ergo scientia haec methodice et 
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The substance of Walaeuss moral philosophy is also Aristotelian to 
the core. Its base is Aristotles naturalism. According to the Leiden the- 
ologian, the end of our nature determines the supreme good aimed at 
by man, since nature does nothing in vain. This implies that Epicurus 
erred in calling pleasure the ultimate goal of human life, since in that 
view human nature is a nature that man has in common with the other 
animals, and is the less noble part of our essence.!6 

According to his most recent biographer, who reproduces the judg- 
ment of a late nineteenth-century scholar, Walaeus tried to steer a mid- 
dle course between Ramuss rejection of scholasticism and Aristotelian- 
ism on the one hand, and Keckermanns defense of an autonomous posi- 
tion of philosophy vis-à-vis Christian theology on the other hand." It 
is indeed obvious that Walaeus always had a particular interest in the 
relationship between pagan philosophy and theology. In his 1619 Lei- 
den inaugural address, 'On the right manner of doing theological studies; 
Walaeus observed that, of the philosophical sciences, logic is vital to the- 
ology, since without logic no science—whether secular or sacred—is pos- 
sible. Logic teaches the rules of arguing and establishes the requirements 
for the knowledge of things. Just as grammar is indispensable to language, 
so reasoning is impossible without logic. The rules of logic enable us to 
explain the meaning ofthe Bible, to defend its truth against its detractors, 
and to preach the Gospel to believers.!? The other philosophical disci- 
plines are useful to theology as well. They lend theology a helping hand 
in uncovering the Truth, but they often recklessly lay down laws for the 


breviter à nobis tractetur idque secundum ordinem quem Aristoteles secutus est primo 
de ipso Summo Bono agemus deinde de mediis ad summum bonum ducentibus: 

16 ‘Compendium ethicae Aristotelicae; 2: 263-264: “Nam si Philosophorum senten- 
tiae accurate perpendantur, Epicureis exceptis ... reliqui omnes deprehendentur re ipsa 
convenire etsi in circumstantiis quibusdam varient. ... Summum Bonum est homini pro- 
prium; voluptas autem illa est homini cum bestiis communis. ... Summum Bonum non 
debet quaeri in facultate hominis ignobiliore sed in in parte ejus nobiliore quae est ratio 
et mens. ... Illud est Summum Bonum quod hominem Deo quam similitudinem reddit” 

17 P, Schuurman, “Walaeus, Antonius; in The Dictionary of Seventeenth and Eighteenth- 
Century Dutch Philosophers, ed. W. van Bunge et al., 2 vols. (Bristol, 2003), 2: 1064-1065. 

18 *Oratio de studii theologici recta instititutione habita 21 octobris 1619; in Antonii 
Walaei Opera Omnia (Leiden [1647-1648]), 2: 303: “Organicae et logicae artes ad omnes 
scientias necessariae, hic [in theology] etiam insignem usum habent, sive explicationem 
sacrorum authorum, sive disputationes pro veritate adversus errores, sive concionandi 
laudabiles formas spectes? And p. 300: "Per naturalia principia, quasdam scintillas 
cognitionis et majestatis divinae nobis communicari disertim affirmat Apostolus Rom. 
1 et experientia quoque testatur" Experience confirms that all peoples know God and his 
wish to be worshipped by man. 
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divine science.? According to Walaeus the human intellect is able to act 
on its own, since God created man in his own image.” Due to this theo- 
logical supposition, Walaeus acknowledged the autonomy of philosophy. 
In the letter of dedication opening the Compendium Walaeus therefore 
reminded the reader of the fact that God called also pagans to—real— 
wisdom.?! 

The autonomy of philosophy, however, is limited. Henceforth Walaeus 
adopted the traditional notion that philosophy should be the hand- 
maiden of theology. The divine science is to be called an architectonic 
science. It is the first of all sciences, because of the fact that it provides 
us with knowledge of the first cause of all things. What is more, although 
moral philosophy teaches us that communion with God is the goal of 
our life, due to human weakness we are unable to reach eternal bliss. 
In order to practice philosophy we need the Bible. The weakness of the 
human intellect is evident especially in metaphysics. This part of philos- 
ophy is only to be consulted by the mature theologian. The deficiencies of 
man with respect to the Divine are realized by Aristotle who compared 
our reason to the eyes of bats dazzled by sunlight, and by Cicero who 
maintained that the longer our intellect meditates upon the divine nature, 
the more we realize the insufficiency of our natural knowledge.”* There- 
fore we have to philosophise, but merely about the few things within our 
reach.” 

This hesitation about metaphysics is another sign of a humanist under- 
current in Walaeus’ thinking hidden behind his Aristotelianism. Time 
and again he repeated the old complaint against scholasticism, that it 
confused the divine doctrine with Aristotle. Moreover, he shared the 
humanist preference for the practical sciences. For speculation might 
elevate man, but the theoretical sciences are useless for society. The last 


1? ‘Oratio de studii theologici recta instititutione (see above, n. 18), 2: 303: They are to 


be studied with caution, namely “ut ancillentur veritati theologicae non praesint: leges ab 
ea accipiant non praescribant For “est impium divina mysteria angustis humani ingenii 
mensuris circumscribere.’ 

20 ‘Loci communes S. Theologiae in Antonii Walaei Opera omnia (Leiden [1647- 
1648]), 1: 116. Walaeus, however, at the same time underscored the idea that the remnants 
of the divine image after the Fall are unable to bring man to salvation, although the 
Pelagians and the Remonstrants ex magne parte maintain the opposite. 

21 ‘Compendium ethicae Aristotelicae; 2: 259: "Haec res efficit ut jam olim viri quidam 
magni quos Deus inter gentiles ad ipsorum £Aeyyov excitavit." 

2 Aristotle, Metaphysica, 2.1, 993b9, and Cicero, De natura Deorum 1.60. 

23 ‘Oratio de studii theologici recta instititutione; (see above, n. 18), 2: 304: "philoso- 
phandum est in his sed de paucis? 
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notion, typical of humanism, is the conviction that the truth consists of a 
consensus among the philosophical sects and a harmony of all available 
sources. According to Walaeus, in pagan philosophy four main schools 
are to be discerned: Epicurus, Plato, Aristotle, and the Stoa. The first is 
no real philosopher, however, since to call Epicurus a philosopher would 
amount to identifying a picture ofa fish with a fish itself.?! Notwithstand- 
ing the obvious differences between these philosophers, their doctrines 
boil down to the same thing. The views of Plato and Aristotle on the 
supreme good and virtue, for example, might be explained in such a way 
that both are true. 

Although Reformed theologians since the Reformation had quarreled 
about the autonomy of philosophy—a debate that constitutes the general 
context of Walaeuss manual—it was the outcome of the Synod that was 
an immediate reason for the new Leiden professor of theology to write 
the book. In the dedicatory epistle Walaeus wrote that deception by the 
authority of Aristotle has often caused great upheaval in both Church and 
State, since theologians subjected theology to the norm of Aristotelian 
doctrine, instead of doing the opposite. Walaeus, however, did not want 
to open up old wounds; he was rather interested in trying to heal them. 
That is the reason why he elaborated on the subject of predestination. The 
canones apparently compelled him to compose a philosophical underpin- 
ning, since in the Compendium Walaeus focused on the pressing ques- 
tion of how God's providence is to be reconciled with man's freedom of 
the will—a vital tenet of Aristotelian moral philosophy. The four pages in 
folio (that is, about ten per cent of the whole text in the Opera-edition), 
which he devoted to a detailed discussion, are remarkable not only in 
the context of the manual, but also if we compare his investigation of 
the problem with the mere eighteen lines in which the Leiden profes- 
sor of philosophy Franco Burgersdijk (in his Idea philosophiae moralis 
of 1622) disposed of the apparent conflict between Aristotelian moral 
philosophy and the Canons of Dordt.’ Whereas Burgersdijk in the first 


24 “Compendium ethicae Aristotelicae; 2: 263: "Epicureis exceptis, qui non aliter 
Philosophi, quam ignis pictus, ignis appellandi sunt.” 

5 [dea philosophiae moralis 6.24 (Leiden, 1624), p. 71: "Quomodo liberum arbitrium 
consistat cum divina providentia, semper visum explicatu difficillimum. Stoici ... omnia 
fato subjecerunt ... Peripatetici singulares actiones ... subesse negaverunt. Christiani 
providentiam cum libero arbitrio sociant. Deus enim ... secundas causas gubernat, 
singulas secundum naturae suae modum: necessarias ut necessario, liberas ut libere 
operentur? 
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years after the Synod defended a mitigated version of the Thomistic doc- 
trine, that is to say, the theory that philosophy and theology possess the 
same object—God and creature—but argue from different principles— 
the light of natural reason versus the light of revelation— Walaeus had to 
provide another answer.” His general views on the relation between phi- 
losophy and theology forced him to seek a more satisfying philosophical 
solution. 

Walaeus tackled the problem in the second part dealing with the Aris- 
totelian list of the causes of action: intellect, will, deliberation (consul- 
tatio), and choice (electio). This is the sequence in which these efficient 
causes contribute to an act. The intellect takes the lead, since without 
knowledge of the external world our will is blind. Our will only aims at 
the things presented by the intellect as a good. Hence, the famous verse of 
the poet Ovid, “I see the better things and I approve of them, but I choose 
actions worse,’ is in a strict sense nonsensical. Whatever we know as a 
good, we cannot but will. A wrongdoer, therefore, knows the evil as if it 
was a good. Human deliberation—a choice—is only possible with respect 
to the means, with respect to all activity and ends, which are dependent 
on us, that is to say, which are within the limits of our powers.? That is 
only possible, according to Walaeus, if our soul liberates itself from the 
body and the causal link between physical causes and effects.?? 

So, moral philosophy in the Aristotelian view requires human liberty. 
On the other hand divine providence is not only God's foreknowledge, 
but also a determination and a governing of all things created. For God 
makes and produces all things He wills, that is to say, human volitions and 
actions as well. Walaeus tackles the problem starting from an analysis of 
the concept of liberty. What is meant by liberty? Walaeus answers that 
we use the word in at least four senses. The first meaning of liberty is 
spontaneity, that is an inward causality. In this sense we call a cow free 
in its looking for food and birds in their flying in the air.? In a second 
sense ofthe word things that act in accordance with reason are called free. 


26 Problema utrum quod est verum in theologica possit esse falsum in philosophia aut 
vice versa [resp. Petrus Doornyck] (Leiden, 1620), $ 7. 

27 ‘Compendium ethicae Aristotelicae; 2: 276: "deliberatio est de omnibus quae sunt 
in nostra potestate ... ergo est earum tantum actionum quae ad fines qui à nobis acquiri 
possunt referantur? 

?8 “Compendium ethicae Aristotelicae; 2: 276: “mens humana non est corporea, nec à 
corpore necessario dependet, sicut reliquarum animantium formae? 

2 ‘Compendium ethicae Aristotelicae; 2: 276: In this sense of spontaneity a “bos libere 
querit pabulum suum” and "aves libere vagantur per aérem? 
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Accordingly, angels are free.?? Thirdly, we are used to calling free things 
that act on account of their own power and authority. In this meaning, 
Walaeus observed, only God is free.?! In the fourth sense of the word, 
a being is called free if it can evaluate alternatives and choose between 
them. Such a freedom may take the form of the libertas specificationis, 
that is to say, the liberty to select a possible course of action to be taken 
after previous deliberation. The other form is the libertas exercitii, that is, 
the freedom to opt for a certain thing or to dismiss a specific course of 
action proposed to the mind. That is the reason why another word for 
this kind of liberty is the libertas contradictionis.’ In this sense a man, 
according to Walaeus, is to be considered free, but such a form of liberty 
is difficult to reconcile with the divine providence. All things created are 
subjected to His will including human actions.?? 

What is more, Walaeus observed that divine providence is in fact 
acknowledged by natural reason. Only Epicurus denied such a faculty to 
the gods, but already Cicero made clear that a God without this attribute 
is no God at all. The philosophers, however, disputed about its mode 
of operation. On the one hand, Aristotle acknowledged a general causal 
determination ofall things, but made an exception for mans doings. They 
are, as he maintained, eph humin, that is to say, in our power. On the 
other hand, there is the Stoa alleging a divine providence, which makes all 
things directly and immediately dependent on the first cause. This view 
annuls human freedom and subjects human will to a necessary fate.” 


3° ‘Compendium ethicae Aristotelicae; 2: 276: "quivis actus voluntatis quia à ratione 


deriguntur? In this sense angels always do well and man in freedom aims at his end, that 
is to say, beatitude. 

31 ‘Compendium ethicae Aristotelicae; 2: 276: Free is he who "nemini subest aut à 
nemine pendet. Hoc modo solus Deus liber est seu aute§ovotoc et absolutus suam 
actionum Dominus.” 

32 ‘Compendium ethicae Aristotelicae; 2: 276: “pro potestate rem propositam admit- 
tendi vel recusandi, sequendi vel fugiendi” 

33 ‘Compendium ethicae Aristotelicae; 2: 276: "difficultas ... respectu Dei et ejus 
providentiae quae supra voluntatem est.’ Since (p. 277) both propositions are true: 
"voluntas libera et suarum actionum domin2" and "omnia Dei voluntati et gubernitati 
subest? 

34 ‘Compendium ethicae Aristotelicae; 2: 277: Epicurus rejected providence and stated 
that all things "casu fieri? According to Cicero this implies that although the Epicureans 
"cum verbo Deos faterentur re ipsa tamen sustulisse, quia Deus sine cura et providentia 
intelligi non potest? Plato and Aristotle, however, “agnoscebant Deum omnia agere et 
providentia sua universam in sua natura continere ab illo tamen regimine eximebant 
actiones singulares humanae volutantatis ... in nostra potestate esse contendebant? The 
Stoics, finally, “universa et singula divinae gubernationi subjiciebant.” In this respect these 
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According to Walaeus, human reason placed in this dilemma is hardly 
able to steer a middle course. A way out acceptable to moderate minds is 
to attribute to God such a power and wisdom that He created and deter- 
mined human nature as a free nature leaving the will its proper ‘motions: 
As Augustine observed in De civitate Dei, 7.30: "God directs the whole 
of his creation, while allowing to his creatures the freedom to initiate 
and accomplish activities which are their own; for although their being 
completely depends on Him, they have a certain independence.” Hence, 
God determines the human will not with respect to its proximate causes, 
but only as far as its remote cause is concerned.’ Walaeus concedes the 
objection that “these things are not very intelligible,” but he argues that 
all philosophers accept the divine foreknowledge.? He makes a proposal 
to the reader: if the reader would explain to him in what manner God 
knows beforehand the effects of indeterminate causes, such as our will, 
Walaeus is prepared to clarify how God's eternal decrees are applied in 
time. This is perhaps a funny version of the Socratic doctrine of the 
docta ignorantia, the learned ignorance, as he wrote in an album of one 
of his colleagues at the Synod: nescire velle quae Magister maximus docere 
non vult erudita inscitia est (not wanting to know the things the great 
Master did not want to teach us is unlearned erudition), but in the end 
it is philosophically rather unsatisfactory.?? Yet Walaeus elaborated in a 
philosophical way on the Canons of the Synod. 


philosophers made no difference between causes that act necessarily or contingently, 
because all things are subjected to "inevitabili fato" and linked to each other with a natural 
connection. 

35 ‘Compendium ethicae Aristotelicae; 2: 277. Christians acknowledge in accordance 
with the Bible that all things are subjected to the Divine decree. Otherwise if some things 
were withdrawn from the Divine prividence, they would exist independently of God. The 
Divine decree, however, does not violate the nature of inferior causes. God created human 
will with the power to determine itself “ut causa proxima suarum actionum,” although the 
Divine will is its supreme cause. In this manner God grants creatures their own motions. 

36 ‘Compendium ethicae Aristotelicae; 2: 277: “ab intellectu finito vias et modos 
agendi potentiae et sapientiae infinitae perfecte capi non posse? This, however, does not 
imply “rem hanc sic se non habere? 

37 ‘Compendium ethicae Aristotelicae; 2: 277: “quis vero hominum intelligi queat, 
quomodo Deus certum eventum in causis indeterminatis praeviderit? Imo vero explicet 
mihi quis, quomodo Deus praeviderit infinito scientiae suae lumine sine violentione 
libertatis humanae hoc praeviderit, ego ei eadem opera explicabo quomodo Deus decreto 
sapientissimo suo id ab aeterno decreverit et sine violentione libertatis ejus in tempore 
exsequatur? 

38 De Lind van Wijngaarden, Antonius Walaeus (see above, n. 8), p. 98. 
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A second indication of the impact of the Synod on Waleauss thinking 
may be taken from another publication of Walaeus, namely a critique of 
the Leiden Remonstrant minister and jurist Johannes Arnoldus Corvinus 
(1582-1650), published in 1625.7? Corvinus had censured the Anatome 
Arminianismi seu, enucleatio controversarium que in Belgio agitantur, 
super doctrina de providentia, de Predestinatione, de Morte Christi, de 
Natura et Gratia (1619), a work of the French minister Pierre Du Moulin 
(1568-1658). In his criticism of Corvinus, which is part of the vehement 
polemics between Remonstrants and Contra-Remonstants aroused after 
the Synod, Walaeus reproduced the ideas of his manual on moral phi- 
losophy. In the book Walaeus attempted to deal with divine providence 
and predestination “with moderation and caution,” as the title of the 
first chapter indicated. As in the Compendium, he once more argues that 
divine omnipotence is not mere foreknowledge but includes predestina- 
tion and predetermination as well. This implies that even the so-called 
futura contingentia, that is to say, events in the future that are contingent 
due to their dependency on mans free will, are known and determined 
by God. Hence, with respect to God no events happen by chance. God, 
the supreme cause, creates, preserves, governs, and ordinates all things.^? 
However, divine providence does not annul the nature of intelligent and 
free agents. For He directs our will in such a manner that it acts in accor- 
dance with its own motions, as Augustine observed in De civitate Dei, 
7.30. This passage was also quoted by Walaeus in the Compendium, as we 
saw before. Unlike God, man is not absolutely free, being dependent on 
the First cause of all things. God's omnipotence, however, does not vio- 
late the nature and the faculties of secondary causes. The human will in 
particular retains its power as the proximate cause of human actions. A 


3 Corvinus was the Latinised version of the name Arent Jansz Ravens. 

40 *Responsio ad censuram Joannis Arnoldi Corvini, in cl. viri d. Petri Molinaei 
Anatomen Arminianismi, et ad scripta Remonstrantium qui ad Synodum Dordracenam 
citati sunt, pro defensione doctrina in eadem Synodo explicatae et stabilitae' in Walaei 
Opera Omnia (Leiden [1647-1648]) (hereafter cited as ‘Responsio’), 2: 103: "actiones 
creaturae rationales et inprimis hominis quae ... liberae dicuntur. Eas vero non minus 
quam alias Dei providentiae non tantum quoque modo subesse ... sed etiam ab eadem 
regi ac gubernari ab initio actionis usque ad ejusdem finem? As supreme cause God 
conserves, directs, and ordains all things. His providence, however, does not exclude 
but includes human liberty. It does not violate the nature and power of the secondary 
causes. 
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perfect understanding of the way divine predestination is consistent with 
human freedom is concealed from human reason and should inspire in 
us a humble and faithful ignorance.* 

Walaeus, however, is highly confident of both the moderation and the 
philosophical soundness of his solution. There is no need whatsoever 
to reject the predestination of all things in order to save human free- 
dom. What is more, the Arminian view of predestination arises from 
a simple logical mistake. Remonstrant theologians err in not differen- 
tiating between forced necessity or the necessity of the consequent and 
the necessity of the consequence. The first kind of necessity is incon- 
sistent with human freedom, but the second form of necessity is not. 
Schoolboys, according to Walaeus, already learn the difference. In a well- 
formed syllogism they are taught that the conclusion necessarily fol- 
lows from the premises. However, taken in itself the conclusion will in 
most cases be contingent.? If Arminius had been taught some more 
logic lessons, Walaeus suggests, there would never have been Arminian- 
ism. This appeal of the humanist Aristotelian Walaeus to the scholastic 
distinction between necessitas consequentis and necessitas consequentiae 
reminds us of the fact that Walaeus very rarely made use of scholastic 
terms. 

With the Synod Walaeus rejected the Remonstrant notion defended by 
Corvinus of a conditional election which apparently attributed to faith 
an instrumental role in our salvation and took faith to be a means to 
our redemption. Arminianism, in basing election on a foreseen faith 
attributed the act of faith to man and not to God. This is, accord- 
ing to Walaeus, both blasphemous and philosophically unsound. The 
last observation is established by the following scholastic argument: the 
Arminian view implies that having faith is an act of man, by which he 
becomes a particular being. In the Arminian perspective this act is inde- 
pendent of God's providence, because this specific act, which makes man 
a being with a faith that leads to salvation, derives its specific character 
merely from the human will and not from God. According to Walaeus, 
this argument proves that according to Remonstrant theology the human 
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Responsio; 2: 105: “humilis et fidelis ignorantia cum eodem Augustino loquar" 
Responsio, 2: 108: "Concedimus necessitam coactionis et necessitatem mere na- 
turalem cum libertate arbitrii pugnare, sed est alia necessitatis species quae consequentiae 
et infallibilitatis in Scholis vocari solet quam cum contingentia, aut genuina voluntatis 
libertate pugnare clarissimi Philosophi et Theologi nobiscum pugnare negant. ... vel 
pueris in Scholis notum est, in plurimis syllogismis non esse necessitate materiae, cum 
materia sit saepe contingentis. In paucis vere necessitatem consequentis [esse].” 
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will is an entity independent of God, which, apparently, is incompatible 
with the Christian faith in Divine providence.? 

Thus both in the Compendium and in the Responsio ad censuram 
Corvini Walaeus deduced the predestination of all things from the notion 
of God's omnipotence. As a humanist Walaeus was convinced of the 
simplicity of all philosophical and religious truth. Human reason is 
led astray once it is polluted by its subtleties. According to Walaeus, 
Arminianism substantiated this claim, since it required at least four 
decrees in God to explain the relationship between the faith of a human 
individual known by God beforehand and his election. As a result of 
their arrogance the Arminians strayed from the truth, and owing to their 
blind persistence they refused to be corrected by the norms of Christian 
truth. Hence it is not only due to his theological views, but also to 
the principles of his humanist Aristotelianism, that Walaeus denounced 
Arminianism. 


William Ames (1576-1633) 


William Ames—Guilielmus Amesius in Latin—was born in 1576 at 
Ipswich.* Due to his Puritan views, in 1610 he went into exile in the 
Netherlands, where he stayed for the rest of his life. In the first years of his 
exile Ames served as preacher to an English congregation at The Hague, 
which for some months gave shelter to the Contra-Remonstrants after 
they were deprived of all city pulpits. Thus the refugee became involved 
in anti-Arminian polemics. In the years before the Synod he wrote 
four tracts: three in his dispute with the Rotterdam preacher Nicolaas 
Grevinchoven (1592-1632) and one a detailed critique of the five major 
points of the Hague Remonstrance. A big mass of words, which incited 
Amess well-known biographer Sprunger to the judgment: “the quarrel 
between Grevinchoven and Ames, so momentous to both, was famous 


8 ‘Responsio; 2: 106: “illum primum actum hominis specificum, quo se determinat 
esse avtoov nec ejus entitatem a Deo tamquam prima causa pendere cum haec actio non 
tantum entitatem habeat qua est generalis in entium genere, sed etiam qua est specialis 
in hoc aut illa entium specie? 

44 ‘Responsio; 2: 177-180. 

45 'The biographical data in this section are taken from H. Visscher, Guilielmus Ame- 
sius, zijn leven en werken (Haarlem, 1894), pp. 3-80, and K.L. Sprunger, The Learned 
Doctor William Ames, Dutch Backgrounds of English and American Puritanism (Chicago, 
1972), part one. 
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for a day or two? ^6 One should, however, note that Ames’s anti-Arminian 
polemical writings, the Coronis ad collationem Hagiensem, for example, 
remained in print for the greater part of the seventeenth century. Even 
after the steady sequence of editions in the period of the Republic, 
for example in 1628, 1630, 1636, 1650, 1658 (Opera), the Amsterdam 
publisher Johannes Jansonius in 1664 launched a new edition ofthe work. 

Mighty friends secured Ames a position as private secretary to Johan- 
nes Bogerman, the president of the Synod. After the Synod he was 
a candidate for a professorship of theology at Leiden, but due to the 
intervention ofthe British ambassador he was never appointed. However, 
in 1622 he became professor of theology at Franeker. In order to obtain 
this professorship he needed an academic degree and the old Lubbertus 
promoted him to doctor of theology after he defended his Theses de 
conscientia.” In this little disputation Ames transformed conscience into 
the primary notion of our moral and religious life. All practical truths are 
dependent on this faculty, since conscience elaborated in propositions 
is in effect identical with the natural law inscribed in the hearts of all 
humans and is identical with the revealed will of God. 

During his professorship at Franeker, which lasted for about a decade, 
Ames combined a rigid Ramism with a militant indigenous humanism. 
This Franeker humanism reached its apogee in 1626 with the rectoral 
address De barbarie delivered by the professor of Hebrew Sixtus Amama. 
Here the retiring rector magnificus recalled how more than a century ear- 
lier Luther, Melanchthon, Ramus, and Erasmus in a joint effort drove 
out the barbarity of scholasticism.? The rising sun of the humanities 
dispelled the shadows of ignorance. But the heroes of the Reformation 


^6 Sprunger, The Learned Doctor William Ames (see above, n. 45), p. 47. 

? Disputatio inauguralis, continens theses de conscientia (Franeker, 1622), $8: "con- 
scientia respectu propositionis dicitur lex? The proposition is called by the scholastics 
syntéresis, which is a "habitus intellectualis quo assentimur principiis operationum 
moralium. Ad synteresim referri debet omnes veritates practicae" and is not different 
from the law "naturaliter omnium cordibus naturaliter inscripta, nisi ratione sola. ... 
Hinc adequate regula conscientiae est voluntas Dei patefacta" Ames concludes that 
conscience is the ultimate faculty by which we discern between good and evil and 
that it is the ultimate standard to interpret the Bible. Hence corrollarium 4 reads: 
“interpretatio Scripturae vel judicium discernans voluntatem Dei pertinet ad quemlibet 
in foro conscientiae pro semetipso? (This disputation was included in the De conscientia 
et ejus jure vel casibus). 

48 De barbarie oratio; in Anti-Barbarus biblicus, libro quarto auctus. Quorum primus 
ostendit VII. fontes omnis Barbariei que superioribus seculis sacras literas foedavit; reliqui 
non solum exhibent centurias aliquot crassissimorum errorum qui circa particularium 
locurum interpretationem ex istis fontibus manarunt (Franeker, 1656), p. [3dv]. 


ARISTOTELIANISM, HUMANISM, AND ARMINIANISM 65 


were dead and buried, and a new generation was ready to repeat the 
errors of their medieval predecessors. Once again, theologians were dis- 
cussing futile and vain questions. Their arrogance led to superfluous dis- 
cord, such as between Lutherans and Calvinists about the Holy Commu- 
nion.? Reformed theologians were only interested in purely speculative 
problems instead of seeking piety from the study of the Bible and thus 
joining praxin cum theoria. In spite of the earnest warnings of Ramus, 
scholastic theology was returning. The practice of such a theology pro- 
duced preachers who know the art of disputation more than the Bible 
and lack all experience of a spiritual life. Real theologians, however, take 
strength and blood from reading the Bible.” Therefore theology first and 
foremost is to be drawn from Scripture. Hence only the ‘useful’ parts of 
philosophy had to be learned and the discipline had to be practiced with 
modesty—sobrie.?! 

The notions Amama expressed in 1626 are to some extent identical 
with the humanist ideas Ames elaborated in an address delivered in 1623 
before his theological students.” At the end of Amama’s address some 
lines from Amess lecture are even literally quoted. In 1623 the new pro- 
fessor urged upon his audience the need to integrate their knowledge 
into their lives. Just like Socrates who was the first to call philosophy 
away from obscure matters and things hidden in nature itself, he wanted 
to teach a theology relevant to life and practice which refrained from 


2 De barbarie oratio (see above, n. 8), p. [3dv]. See also p. [dv]: “Quidam doctor 


Theologus rogatus de Decalogo, negitabit se ejusmodi librum in Bibliotheca sua habuisse 
unquam" Their study of St. Thomas, Duns Scotus, and other scholastics left no time to 
read the Bible. The Sorbinici even avowed that for over fifty years they had not known 
what book the New Testament was. 

5° ‘De barbarie oratio (see above, n. 48), p. [d3']: "sacras litteras quasi in succum 
et sanguinem converterunt.” See P.T. van Rooden, Theology, Biblical Scholarship and 
Rabbinical Studies in the Seventeenth Century (Leiden, 1989), pp. 69-70. 

5! De barbarie oratio (see above, n. 48), p. [fv]: "solida Theologiae ratio in primis ex 
Scriptura haurienda est? 

?? *Parenesis ad studiosos Theologiae; included in the De conscientia et ejus jure vel 
casibus: "Socrates primus à rebus occultis avocavit philosophiam et ad vitam communem 
adduxit" [p. V3"]. The real theology is free from "quaestionibus quibusdam spinosis, 
plexis et minus necesssariis ad vitam" [p. V4']. He realises "salutem apprehendi non 
posse nisi bona conscientia servata? Hence theology requires an inner disposition and 
goes hand in hand with a specific conduct. "Quo enim et nobilior caeteris omnibus 
disciplina est Theologia eo magis accuraté sint ejus dogmata noscenda, ac methodicé 
etiam percipienda et quo magis intime spectat ad vitae praxin ... eo magis etiam cum hac 
scientia debet conjungi experientia" [p. 7"]. Cf. Petrus Ramus, Commentaria de Religione 
Christiana (Frankfurt, 1594) 1.6: "finis doctrinae non est notitia rerum, ipsi subjectarum, 
sed usus et exercitatio." 
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dealing with intricate and unimportant controversies. Like every scholar 
the real theologian has to imitate the example of the ancient physicians 
by combining the doctine of his science—dogmata—with the method- 
ical practice of piety and virtue—virtutis ac pietatis methodus et expe- 
rientia. Hence, apologetics and controversy may sometimes be necessary, 
but the studium pietatis is indispensable. God himself has commanded 
this.? Ames combined this humanist view on theology with a scholastic 
approach to specific philosophical problems and the use of a sophisti- 
cated technical terminology. In this respect he was no exception in the 
early seventeenth century.” 

In Franeker Ames wrote his often reprinted main books: Conscientia et 
ejus iure vel casibus libri quinque (1624) and the Medulla S.S. theologiae, 
ex sacris literis, earumque interpretibus, extracta, & methodicé disposita 
(1627). Ames died in 1633 at Rotterdam two months after his resignation 
from the university. 


Amess Ramism 


Although Ames shared Walaeuss belief in eclecticism, having printed 
the slogan "Amicus Plato, amicus Aristoteles, sed magis amica veritas" 
at the frontpage of the Philosophemata, the former's philosophical out- 
look stands in sharp contrast with the latter’s. Unlike Walaeus, but just 
like Luther, Ames denounced Aristotelianism, because he saw in Aris- 
totle the source of unbelief and Popery. He called the Greek philoso- 
pher the "Pope of the metaphysicians" and he depicted the Devil as the 
“Overlord of the metaphysicians"? Notwithstanding his forceful rejec- 
tion of traditional metaphysics—and moral philosophy— Ames consid- 
ered a Reformed philosophy to be in part very useful. Logic in particular 
was useful, and hence Amess Philosophemata included two tracts on this 
subject, entitled Demonstratio logicae verae, first published in 1632, and 
Theses logicae, devoted to a new discipline of Technometria, the so-called 
"science of the arts,” which became highly popular among seventeenth- 


55 *Parenesis ad studiosos Theologiae (see above, n. 53), [p. 8']: "studium pietatis 


absolute necessarium, Deus ipse mandavit?" 

** H.A. Krop, ‘Northern Humanism and Philosophy: Humanist Theory and Scholastic 
Practice; in Northern Humanism in European Context, 1469-1625, ed. E. Akkerman, 
AJ. Vanderjagt, and A.H. van der Laan (Leiden 1999), pp. 149-166. 

°° ‘Disputatio theologica adversus metaphysicam; in Philosophemata (Amsterdam, 
1651), pp. 85-97, there pp. 86-87 (theses 4 and 6): “papa metaphysicorum" and “diabolus 
est summus metaphysicus.” 
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century Puritans. The first of the two polemical disputations denounced 
metaphysics, which is the result of a hallucination more serious than the 
dazzling of the eye, as the opening section has it.” Erroneously we see a 
natural theology based on Aristotelian metaphysics besides the revealed 
theology based on Scripture: a senseless duplicate, which is limited to 
pointless speculation only. The same applies to moral philosophy. In the 
disputation on the perfection of Scripture Ames argues for the superfluity 
of such philosophy. For the Bible teaches us the rules and canons of liv- 
ing well.” (This definition derives from Ramus who described theology 
as the doctrine of living well).°* Ames continues his crusade against Aris- 
totelian ethics by observing that its deformed doctrine teaches us virtues 
without indicating their end and origin. The consequences are serious. 
Aristotles virtue of fortitude, for example, is “only a virtue for soldiers, 
and liberality and magnificence only apply to rich men??? 

Amess philosophy is animated by his rejection of metaphysics. Ac- 
cording to Ames the most eminent—and infamous—example of the 
discipline was Suarez’ Disputationes metaphysicae. The dictum in the 
preface of this manual which was used by Roman Catholic and Protestant 
philosophers alike, “No one can be a complete theologian unless he first 
possesses a firm foundation of metaphysics,” enunciated its principle and 
was anathema to Ames.” The father of metaphysics, Aristotle, Ames 
observed, did not acknowledge God's providence, since according to the 
Greek philosopher the so-called futura contingentia—contingent events 


56 "Adversus metaphysicam’ (see above, n. 55), p. 85 (thesis 1): "grave vitium est 
oculorum quando ita hallucinantur, ut ea quae simplicia sunt pro geminis aut pluribus 
cernant. Sed gravior est hallucinatio menti, dum unam simplicem, doctrinam, duplicem, 
triplicem et aliquando septuplicem et aliis repraesentant? 

57 ‘Disputatio theologica de perfectione S. Scripturae in qua Ethicae vulgaris imperfec- 
tio et inutilitas deteguntur; in Philosophemata (see above, n. 55), pp. 1-118, there p. 103 
(thesis 8): "Scriptura totalis non partialis regula seu canon vivendi et est hoc de natura 
canonis ut nullam aditionem aut detractionem admittat? 

58 Ramus, Commentaria de religione christiana (see above, n. 51), 1.6: "theologia est 
doctrina de bene vivendi? 

*?? De perfectione S. Scripturae (see above, n. 57), pp. 109, 112 (theses 23-24): phi- 
losophy is merely theoretical speculation, while theology transforms truths into prac- 
tice. Metaphysics teaches us "Deum sine Patre, Deum sine Redemptore et Sanctificatore 

. non adeo absurdum erit dicere metaphysicam nobis tradere Deum sine Deo.” The 
only function is to obscure the "simplicem veritatem" by odd distinctions. Pagan ethics 
is only a civility of external morals teaching man the virtues as such: theology, however, 
shows us their principle and end: faith, and the divine glory. Hence "virtutes Ethnicorum 
nihil esse quam splendida peccata? In theses 25-28 the individual Aristotelian virtues 
are denounced. 

$? Quoted by Sprunger, The Learned Doctor William Ames (see above, n. 45), p. 125. 
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in the future—are neither true nor false before their actual occurrence. 
Hence, the notion of God created by human reason is faulty and by 
attributing to God a natural necessity in willing and acting it subverts 
the foundations of all religion. Ames’s conclusion is therefore that 
metaphysics is not only useless and inadequate, but also false. Its premise 
is the phantasm that we are able to know God based on creation. Unlike 
Walaeus, Ames even brushed aside Aquinass idea of metaphysics as a 
science dealing with God in the light of natural reason (besides revealed 
theology), since a difference in level (that is to say, perfect knowledge of 
God by revelation and imperfect knowledge by reason) does not make 
two sciences. Ames compares theology with logic: artificial and natural 
logic are not two sciences but only one discipline, because it is impossible 
that the distinction between certain disciplines results from a modus or 
respectus rationis of the object.” 

Even if we consider metaphysics to be the study of being as such it 
remains a fictitious science. The ten categories of Aristotle are according 
to Ames not a perfect classification of all kinds of being, but a chaotic set 
of incompatible things. Only substance is a real being, that is to say, an 
individual body studied in physics. The other categories classify “ratio- 
nal beings,’ that is to say, concepts created by reason. Hence, quantity 
or extension is dealt with in geometry, whereas relations such as that 
between cause and effect are studied in logic.® 


61 "Adversus metaphysicam (see above, n. 55), p. 86 (thesis 4): "scientiam Deo auferens 
. necessitatem naturalem in volendo et agendo ipsi tribuens et fundamenta religionis 
penitus evertit? 

6&2 "Adversus metaphysicam' (see above, n. 55), p. 88 (thesis 7): "logica artificialis et 
logica naturalis non sunt duae logica? Here Ames quotes Duns Scotus, "Prologus; in 
Ordinatio, ed. Vaticana, vol. 1, Rome 1950, p. 108 (q. 3, $ 165): "absolutum et respectivum 
non faciunt aliquem unum conceptum per se,” that is "God" as such and “God in as far as 
we know him by natural means" Since the “point of view of natural reason" — "quatenus 
possunt cognosci lumine naturali" —merely denotes a degree of knowledge and not a 
kind of learning, just like knowledge in a boy and an expert do not constitute two kinds 
of discipline. In this disputation Ames adopts the Scotistic view of the practical nature 
of theology as well: “Dignum est omnis approbatio, quod ponit Scotus in Prologo ante 
citato: De Deo nulla potest esse scientia speculativa, necesse enim notitia ejus conformis 
est praxi aptitudinaliter” 

$5 "Adversus metaphysicam' (see above, n. 55), p. 96 (thesis 19): "Decem illa genera 
vel praedicamenta in qua forte fortuna potius, quam certa ratione dividunt Peripatetici 
ens creatum? Hence such a heterogeneous mass of things collected in the Aristotelian 
categories pertains "ad nullam unam disciplinam" The so-called *passiones entis" (verum, 
bonum, and unum) according to Ames are not dealt with in metaphysics, but in logic 
(theses 9-13). Truth, for example, properly speaking “est in compositione et divisione 
intellectus, id est in affirmatione et negatione axiomata quae ad logicam ab omnibus 


ARISTOTELIANISM, HUMANISM, AND ARMINIANISM 69 


In the real practice of his philosophy Ames largely ignored physics 
and geometry. He is merely interested in logic, since natural knowledge 
is only poorly present in created things. That is why man requires a 
divine doctrine or revelation, which by teaching him how to live makes 
him ascend to God. Although irrational creatures aspire after God urged 
on by the vestiges of the divine goodness, they are unable to reach Him. 
This conviction explains why Ames vehemently denounces the autonomy 
of the human sciences. 

What is more, Ames defined an art as laying down rules determining 
and directing a thing in its being and working towards its end. An 
art, therefore, consists of intelligence delineating principles, ‘scientific 
knowledge which combines those principles, wisdom which formulates 
conclusions, and prudence which applies our knowledge to the practices 
of life. These notions result in a second definition: art is “the idea of 
evroağia methodically delineated by universal rules.” The word ‘idea 
used in this phrase, as Ames emphasizes, should not be taken in the 
strict Platonic sense, but denotes the conception a craftsman employs 
while making objects, so an idea does not imply an independent existence 
apart from God.® As has been said before, Ames distinguishes different 
kinds of knowledge, but for God the truth of knowledge is single and 
undivided. Reflected in creation, however, it appears to us as multiple 
kinds of truth discernable as the arts.* In order to annul all hope for an 


referuntur? Moreover, the ‘good’ is a perfection, that is to say, a relation between beings 
and thus to be dealt with in logic as well. Moreover, if ‘being’ denotes the "ens particulare 
in actu existens" it is studied in physics. If being, however, is a nomen, referring to the 
essence of a thing, it is studied in logic (thesis 8). 

64 *Demonstratio logicae verae; in Philosophemata (see above, n. 55), pp. 121-158, 
there p. 123 (prolegomena, thesis 15): "Iheologiae non nisi tenua principia in rebus 
creatis insunt aut ex ipsis collegi possunt quoniam irrationales creaturae quamvis Deum 
versus tendunt qui est primum et summum bonum ad ipsum tamen non attingunt. 
Homini igitur doctrina seu revelatione divina opus est, ultra vestigia illa bonitatis quae 
in creaturas adumbrantur ut bene vivere ad Deum ascendat? 

$5 *Demonstratio logicae verae (see above, n. 64), p. 121 (prolegomena, thesis 1): 
"Ars est regularis institutio rei in existentia et operatione ad suum finem. Ad eum 
requiritur intellectus principiorum, quae ad eam rem sunt necessaria, eorumdem inter 
se conjungendorum scientia; aliorum ex aliis deductio per sapientiam, omnem ad usum 
applicandorum prudentia et executio ipsa quae proprie dicitur ars.” 

$6 "Technometria; in Philosophemata (see above, n. 55), pp. 3-83, there p. 3 (theses 1- 
2): “Ars est idea eupraxia regulis catholicis methodice delineata. ... est idea non platonica 
sed exempla seu formula in artificis mente ante actionen ad actionem efformata ut eam 
repraesentit et repraesentando regit? 

$7 "Technometria (see above, n. 66), p. 6 (thesis 15): “eupraxia ut est idea ejus ac ars ipsa 
quamvis in Deo aut exercitatio Dei existens, sit actus unicé unus et simplicissimus, quia 
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autonomous human science, Ames develops an epistemology that begins 
with God and works downward to man. Ames maintains that the arts 
have a fourfold existence.® The idea of eupraxia primarily exists in God, 
the first being, from whom all things emanate. In God art is nothing 
else than his eternal wisdom as Creator and Governor. Moreover, art is 
related to creation. According to Ames, art is both the act of creating, 
which directs things towards an end, and the opus of the great Artist, that 
is, the art as incorporated in the creatures. Finally, art is the imago, the 
effigy that exists in the speculation of rational creatures, or in books. Of 
course the Neoplatonic idea of emanation is the base of the argument, 
but it is to be noted that Ames does not argue for emanation on the 
level of things, but on the level of knowledge. With this conception of 
the arts emanating from God Ames made his essential point: knowledge 
originates from God and it is only through his benevolence that we know. 
According to Ames, man attains knowledge by what he called analysis, 
that is to say, the part of method that reduces the complex phenomena 
to their basic and simple principles.® The idea in the plurality of things 
is perceived by human reason and afterwards put into practice. For the 
idea is in God in a perfect way, but also in part in the rational creature, to 
whom God gave the eye that he might take it in, and God communicated 
it in some measure through sense, observation, and experience. At first 
we receive God's grace by means of the Bible, but according to Ames we 
might also start the analysis from created things, a methodical procedure 
he compares to Baconian induction." Unprejudiced perceptions are to be 
gathered in historiae by which man acquires the arts. Ames denounced 
the humanist trust in tradition and books, since dies diem docet: from 


tamen in opere exercitato, rebus nempe creatis, quae omnes concretae et divisibiles sunt 
quasi ex refractione radiorum multiplex et varia evadit multiplicata ac divisa à rationis 
oculo percipitur et ab homine exercetur? 

$8 *Demonstratio logicae verae (see above, n. 64), p. 121 (prolegomena, thesis 4): 
"Idea artis primo perfecte et eminenter est in ente Primo a quo reliqua emanant ut 
est in Deo, est etiam ex parte in rationali creatura, cui Deus et oculum dedit ad eam 
percipiendam, et eam ipsam pro suo modulo cummunicavit per sensum, observationem 
et experientiam? Cf. Medulla theologiae (Amsterdam, 1634), 1.7, and Sprunger, The 
Learned Doctor William Ames (see above, n. 44), pp. 115-116. 

© “Technometria (see above, n. 66), p. 21 (thesis 8): "Haec imago ex rei arteficiato 
colligitur per analysin ejus in principia prima, in ideam postea convertitur à creatura 
rationali? 

70 "Technometria (see above, n. 66), p. 18 (thesis 70): “Hinc pertinent historiae 
singularium artium tam notiotivae aut observativae quam indictivae (quae experimenta 
aut experimentalia vocantur)?” 
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day to day we learn more. Moreover, the Christian philosopher obviously 
knows the divine reality better than his pagan colleague from Antiquity. 
However, he should never subjugate himself to a specific doctrine. With 
an open mind he should test everything, and hold fast to what is good, 
or in other words: "I am a friend of Plato and of Aristotle, but most of all 
of friend of Truth?! 

The final result of the study of the human arts is the encyclopedia of 
sciences, that is, the comprehension of all the divine arts by which things 
emanate from the Ens primum and return to him. Hence, the first link in 
the circular chain of the arts is logic and the last theology. Through his 
definition of all knowledge as an art, Ames realized the humanist ideal 
of erudition, that is to say, the perfect harmony of theory and practice. 
Consequently theology is not only a doctrine but a good practice as well, 
a notion Ames combined with the view of theology elaborated by the 
medieval theologian and philosopher Duns Scotus (1265-1308) in his 
rejection of Thomism. As a result of Amess identification of theology 
with the encyclopedia of the arts, no true philosophy outside its realm is 
possible.” This outline of Amess philosophy and its relation to theology 
makes clear the basic difference between his Platonic Ramism, in which 
human knowledge is only an emanation of the Divine knowledge, and 
Walaeuss Aristotelianism, which gave the human sciences some inde- 
pendence. Their verdict on Remonstrantism, however, is substantially the 
same. 


Amess Anti-Arminian Polemics 


As has been noted, Ames was one of the most active polemicists against 
Remonstrantism. Already in 1613 the De Arminii sententia qua elec- 
tionem omnem particularem, fidei praevisae docet inniti, disceptatio scho- 
lastica was published as a short summary of Arminiuss view of the 
divine decree, followed by Ames' dispute with Nicolaas Grevinchoven, 
at that time minister at Rotterdam. Two years later the Rotterdam min- 
ister published his version of the dispute with his critique of Ames's 


71 “Technometria (see above, n. 64), pp. 19-20 (theses 71-77). 

7 *Demonstratio logicae verae (see above, n. 64), p. 123 (prolegomena, thesis 16): 
"Hanc omnium artium comprehensio qua res emanant ab ente Primo et ad ipsum denuo 
redeunt Encyclopaidia nominatur. Cujus catena circularis primus annulus est Deus et 
ultimus Theologia” 
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arguments," and in the same year Ames continued his crusade against 
Remonstrantism with a ‘short’ critique of Grevinchovens ‘verbose’ argu- 
ments in Rescriptio scholastica et brevis ad Nicolai Grevinchovii responsum 
illud prolixum—in 1617 summarized as Ad responsionem Nic. Grevin- 
chovii contracta. Just before the opening of the Synod still another anti- 
Arminian effort was published under the title, Coronis ad collationem 
Hagiensem, qua argumenta pastorum Hollandiae adversus Remonstra- 
tium quinque articulos de diviná praedestinatione ... vindicantur, con- 
taining his final words on the five articles of the Remonstrance of 1610. 
Even after the appearance of the Canons Ames did not rest his case, 
and in 1629 he composed a series of disputations containing a spe- 
cific point-by-point refutation of the Arminian writings presented to the 
Synod, under the title, Animadversiones in synodalia scripta Remonstran- 
tium, Quoad Articulum Primum sub presidio D.D. Guilielmi Amesii, Disp. 
XXVIII propugnate à studiosis Theologiae. 

Was this quarrel only "famous for a day oftwo;' as Sprunger wrote? The 
modern scholar, discouraged by the many hundreds of pages of difficult 
Latin, may well hope for the correctness ofthis judgment, allowing him to 
leave these seemingly tedious works unread. However, the effort to study 
these works is certainly rewarding, since it provides some insight into the 
philosophical commitments that made Ames oppose Arminianism. 

Apparently the dispute focused on two interrelated points, namely the 
extent of Christ's redemption, and the instruments God uses in elect- 
ing the faithful. In the preface of the Rescriptio Ames observed that it 
was his intention to steer a middle course between the Pelagians and the 
Manicheans, but immediately following the preface he spoils the human- 
ist self-image of moderation by one of the most scholastic passages in 
his works.” There we read the following lines: “Question: Is the death of 
Christ intended for all? For whom it is intended, to those it is applied. 
But it is not applied to all. Therefore it is not intended for all” In the fol- 
lowing proof of the minor, ‘application and ‘intention’ are equated, since 


73 Dissertatio theologica de duabus quaestionibus hoc tempore controversis, quarum 
prima est de reconciliatione per mortem Christi, ... cui accedit Grevinchovii responsio ad 
Amesii instantias (Rotterdam, 1615). 

74 De Arminii sententia, in Opera, 5 vols. (Amsterdam, 1658), 5: A2*: “tenuissimum 
sequendo filum inter Manichaeos et Pelagianos.” But p. 1: "Quaestio: An mors Christi 
omnibus intendatur? Quibus intenditur, iis applicatur. Sed non omnibus intendatur. 
Ergo non omnibus intendatur. Propositio probatur: si applicatio mortis est secundum 
intentionem Dei quoad latitudinem, tunc omnibus applicatur quibus intenditur. Sed 
applicatio est secundum intentionem Deo. Ergo omnibus applicatur, quibus intenditur? 
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the ‘application of Christs death’ denotes all men whom God intends to 
save. The proof of the minor— disputed by Grevinchoven—equates by 
means of a syllogism the phrases "according to the intention of God" 
with “according to God's will? Ames explicitly denied the possibility of 
distinguishing between two different intentions in God, namely between 
the wish to realize the redemption of man by means of Christ and the 
actual acquisition of salvation by individual men. According to Ames, 
Grevinchoven’s argument would amount to creating the fictitious possi- 
bility of a redemption obtained by Christ for all, although it was applied 
to nobody.” This conclusion is not only ridiculous, but also incompati- 
ble with the infallibility of God's will: “If the redemption of Christ were 
of uncertain outcome, the Father would have appointed the Son to death 
and the Son would have undergone it without any certainty whether any 
one would be saved by it or not, and all the fruit of this mystery would 
depend upon the free will of men?” The philosophical premise of this 
whole argument is God’s absolute simplicity and omnipotence. It is inter- 
esting, however, to note in passing that Grevinchoven took the oppor- 
tunity to retort Ames’s accusations of scholasticism by referring to his 
intricate terminology." 

The second point Grevinchoven and Amesius dealt with in their dis- 
pute was election. AmessS view of this topic is based on the same philo- 
sophical assumptions. Ames called election a form of predestination. 
In the Marrow of Theology Ames summarized his view in a few basic 
phrases. "Predestination is a decree of God concerning the eternal con- 
dition of men which shows his special glory.” It rightly may be called 
destination *because there is a sure determination of the order of means 
for the end” and “a decree because it contains a definite sentence to be 
executed under firm counsel.” It is accompanied by the greatest wisdom, 
freedom, and immutability. And finally, “predestination does not neces- 
sarily presuppose the existence of either its end or object; it causes them 


75 De Arminii sententia (see above, n. 74), pp. 2-3: "Distinctio vero tua inter inten- 
tiones divinas impetrandi scil. unam et alteram applicandi nihil omnino valet. Quid enim 
quaeso? Num impetrari voluit Deus hanc redemptionem a se cuiquam cui noluit eam 
applicari? Quis quaeso talis impetrationis statuetur finis? ad finem a facto in intentione 
distingues? Numquid non intendebatur hac impetratio ut aliquibus applicetur et si vero 
aliquibus et non omnibus, tum aliqua disparitas in ipsa impetratione ejusque intentione 
non applicatione tantum" 

76 The Marrow of Theology 1.24.7, ed. and trans. J.D. Eusden (Grand Rapids, 1997), 
p. 150. 

7 De Arminii sententia (see above, n. 74), p. 2: “ex tuis verbis scholasticoc nimium 
obscuris? 
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to exist. Hence, it depends upon no cause, reason or outward condition, 
but proceeds purely from the will of God,” and “it is therefore not nec- 
essary to appoint any previous quality in man.” It presupposes “only one 
act of will in God, because in him all things are simultaneous and there 
is nothing before or after. So there is only one decree in God both about 
the end and the means"? Ames wrote these lines probably during his 
stay at Leiden between 1619 and 1622 when the memories of the Synod 
were still fresh. The traces of his polemics with the Arminian minister 
Grevinchoven are undeniable. 

According to the Rotterdam preacher, faith plays a part in election, 
since he postulated the notion of a predestination on account of faith— 
as Ames noted, Arminius distinguished no less than four kinds of pre- 
destination?—which “on account of a foreknowledge of faith conferred 
justice and salvation to the sinner, but believer.” According to Ames, “a 
most simple unique and infinite thing” is only comprehensible if we use 
imperfect and different concepts.®° Hence, the predestination of certain 
men to faith and through faith to partaking in God's holiness is the sec- 
ond act of election, but such an act is inseparable from the first act of 
election: to will the glory of the elected. No one with a good judgment 
will deny that the part is inseparable from the whole and the means from 
the end. An actual plurality of decrees in God is merely a human way of 
speaking. We cannot know him otherwise, nor do we need to know him 
otherwise. God is, however, one and only one. Hence God's attributes, 


78 The Marrow of Theology 1.25.3-10 (see above, n. 76), pp. 152-153. Sprunger, The 
Learned Doctor William Ames (see above, n. 45), p. 77. 

7? De Arminii sententia (see above, n. 74), p. A4. 

9? Animadversiones in synodalia scripta (Franeker, 1629), p. Ev (de praedestinatione, 
d. 5, thesis 28): “Illi [Remonstrantes] tamen talem varietatem et ordinem in Decretis 
Dei constituunt, ut unum Decretum faciunt reipsa ab alio dinstinctum: imo tempore 
diversum ita ut unam mutetur et alteram eidem succcedat, sed nostri cum religiosa 
reverentia de istis rebus loquentes in ordine Decretorum divinorum explicando solent 
semper hac uti ... praemunitione: non posse nos rem unam simplicissimam et infinitam 
nisi imperfecte et variis conceptis explicare atque adeo prioritatem et posterioritatem 
illam talem quae divinis decretis tribuitur terminari et compleri in ipsis effectis et in 
nostro modo intelligendi, quia in Deo proprie est unus actus voluntatis De Arminii 
sententia (see above, n. 74), p. 16: “momenta varia quae in Deo fingi solent in decretis 
Dei infirmitatem nostram posse forte sublevare, sed in ipso Deo unum quidem et idem 
esse; and finally Rescriptio (Amsterdam, 1615), p. 48 (c. 1): "nulla potest esse electio hujus 
ad salutem ex fide praevisa, nisi prior sit electio ad fidem [a quotation of Grevinchoven] 
Honesta haec ratio quae sincera si esset litem finiret de ordine enim decretorum horum, 
quae scilicet in decernente est unum et idem, ego quidem non contenderem, cum eo qui 
de reipsa conspirat electionem omnino a Dei voluntate pendere, nec ulli conditione ab 
homine praestandae inniti? 
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such as foreknowledge, omnipotence, eternity, and so on, are not in God, 
but only attributed to God in the literal meaning of the words.*! 

For the same reason Ames denounced the so-called ‘middle knowl- 
edge in God. Such knowledge is caused in God before a decree of his 
will in regard to events that result from free causes. This concept the 
Arminians borrowed from the Jesuits: a novelty was introduced by distin- 
guishing between the simple understanding of all possible things known 
before an act of the divine will and the knowledge of vision by which all 
things are known after the determination of the will in their actual exis- 
tence.? Moreover, it presupposes a "hypothetical pre-science of God,” 
and the faith of the believer, which God foresees, as a condition of his 
election and predestination. This Arminian notion limits and derogates 
from God's power. (If the fides praevisa is conceived as a means that God 
uses, Ames does not object).9—AII these arguments once again make 
clear an underlying philosophical principle of his critique: the concep- 
tion of Gods unity and omnipotence, which was violated by Arminian 
theology. Unlike Walaeus, however, Ames adopted a ‘nominalist’ view 
of God, which enabled him to play the part of moderation. This can be 
seen, for example, in his attitude toward Arminiuss doctrine of the four 
decrees: “The Reformed theologians (nostri) do not want to contend with 
the Remonstrants purely on the sequence of decrees.” The order is arbi- 
trary if the divine decree itself is left untouched and one.** 

Ames, however, shared with Walaeus the belief in the compatibil- 
ity of divine predestination and human liberty. This can be seen in the 
famous 1617 "Iheological theses on the transition of sinful man to life 


8! The Marrow of Theology 1.4.4—5 (see above, n. 76), p. 83. 

82 Rescriptio (see above, n. 80), p. 211 (c. 14): “Hoc ego commentum novum [i.e. sci- 
entiam mediam] dixi esse Fonsecae et similium Jesuitarum ... ignotum illud patribus 
antiquis fuisse" In the Animadversiones in synodalia scripta (se above, n. 78), p. E3" (de 
praedestinatione, d. 5, thesis 29), Ames associated Remonstrant theology with scholas- 
ticism too: "statuitur à Fonseca, Molina, Suarezio et similibus in illum solum finem ut 
concilarent arbitrii libertatem cum infallibilite praescientiae et praedestinationis divinae? 
The humanist theme of abhorrence of introducing novelties is brought up in thesis 31, 
where it is observed that theologians for centuries worked hard in order to make reason 
shed some light on these matters. Ames, however, wanted to meet with "piam modestiam" 
the Remonstrant 'audacity' in these matters. 

83 Theses theologicae de traductione peccatoris ad vitam [resp. Thomas Parker], in 
Opera (see above, n. 74) 4: 75 (thesis 3): "ex fide praevisa haec enim est medium ad 
fruitionem Dei qui finis est, idcirco non antecedit intentionem finis ut conditio? 

84 Animadversiones in synodalia scripta (see above, n. 80), p. E2" (de praedestinatione 
d. 5, thesis 28): “Nullam Remonstrantibus movent litem nostri de mero ordine decreto- 
rum. Ordo oppositus concipi sic potest ut res ipsa maneat una.” 


76 HENRI A. KROP 


(that is to say, regeneration). These theses were defended by the non- 
conformist minister Thomas Parker (1595-1677) under the presidency 
of the Franeker professor of theology, Johannes Maccovius (1588-1644) 
and the Synod dealt with these theses in relation to the Maccovius case.®° 
The series of theses, however, was published under Parkers name in 
1657 with the title Methodus gratie divine, in traductione hominis pec- 
catoris ad vitam, septuaginta thesibus succincte et elaborate explicata, and 
in the Opera Omnia of Ames as well. In the letter to the reader the edi- 
tor observed: “These tracts have been frequently pusblished and bound 
up with other tracts of the same desciption: They have been likewise 
cited and esteemed by the learned and unlearned as the productions of 
Ames"? Moreover, at the Synod Ames presented a strong defence of their 
content and scholastic way of reasoning." Hence we may presume that 
these theses generally expressed views held by Ames. 

According to the first thesis God is absolutely the first being. All things 
exist and depend on Him with, of course, the exception of evil. The 
election of man implies a reformation of the human will by directing it 
towards God. The causal power effecting this reformation of the will is 
the divine will and nothing else. God is the moving principle who directs 
all creatures as a rational agent to their end. In the process of redirecting 
the human will man and his faculties is only a mobile, a thing that is 


85 Donald Sinnema, ‘Reformed Scholasticism and the Synod of Dort; in John Calvin's 
Institutes: His Opus Magnum, ed. B. van der Walt (Potchefstroom, 1986), pp. 487- 
493. These theses, however, were never included in any of the Collegia of Maccovius's 
theological disputations. Cf. for example his Collegium theologicum quaestionum de 
predestinatione, publice disputatarum in Acad. Franekeraná. Anno 1618 & 1619 sub 
praesidio Johannis Maccowi, Franeker 1632. On the Maccovius affair see also the article 
by Willem van Asselt in this volume. 

8° The translation is taken from James Nichols, Calvinism and Arminianism compared 
in their principles and tendency: or the doctrines of general redemption, as held by the 
members of the church of England (London, 1824), p. 168. According to Gisbertus Voetius 
(‘De regeneratione; in Selectae disputationes, vol. 2 (Utrecht, 1655), p. 447) “indications 
by Maccovius and Ames" showed that Parker was the author of the whole disputation. 

87 Donald Sinnema, ‘Reformed Scholasticism and the Synod of Dort’ (see above, 
n. 85), pp. 492-493. 

88 Theses theologicae de traductione peccatoris ad vitam (see above, n. 83), pp. 74- 
75: "Deus cum sit ens absoluté primum, propterea primum est ac summum bonum, et 
quia primum ens, proinde omnia ab ipso sunt? Being the "summum bonum” he is the 
"summus finis ad quem tendunt" all things. "Hinc Deus omnium entium ad seipsum 
motor est. Intentio finis ... est absoluta. Nec enim potest is esse wvattiog qui à conditione 
determinatur extrinseca. Hinc multo minus ex praevisa fide.” By the inclusion of this work 
in the Opera without any commentary, I guess that the editors fully acknowledged Ames's 
intellectual authorship. 
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moved, and never a movens. Neither the will in itself nor acquired faith as 
a state of man foreseen by God may act as an independent cause. Never 
is man allowed to say: I will, so I rule. Notwithstanding this focus on the 
omnipotence of God’s will, the disputation does not deny human free 
will. Just like Walaeus Parker and Ames never doubted the powers of 
human reason to prove human liberty. 

According to the Parker theses all things depend on divine providence 
and predestination. God, however, is not the cause of sin and evil since 
every man knows the good: “the law of nature is naturally written in the 
hearts of all men. Hence our knowing of this law may be hindered, but 
cannot be utterly extinguished or lost. No man is so desperately wicked as 
to be deprived of all conscience??? Knowing the good, man cannot but 
apply the judgment of the intellect and choose the right action. These 
psychological principles would amount to a denial of free will, but the 
will may suspend its acts about an object that is judged to be good. The 
mind may turn away its attention and refrain from considering the object 
any longer. By reason of this ability to suspend its attention the will is 
the first cause of sin and all our wicked deeds. Hence, human weakness 
results in judgments the will will not heed. I quote: ^whatsoever good, 
the understanding propoundeth to the will, in this life, it propoundeth 
it with a kind of indifference of Judgement, as not having any necessary 
connexion with the universall good. Upon which the will is naturally set 
and determined. Hence it is that freedom or liberty in an action, is said to 
bee radically in the judgement and reason??? Both this weakness of the 
intellect and the commending power of the will are the moral causes of 
human liberty, that is to say, causes on the level of human psychology. 

A natural philosophical explanation of free will is given in the Parker 
theses. Such an elucidation is required since God's providence apparently 
implies the causal determination of all things, including the human will?! 
According to Parker and Ames, the divine decrees do not imply ‘natu- 
ral’ or ‘forced’ necessity. Hence for centuries theologians held this neces- 
sity to be reconcilable with human liberty.?? This reference to the tradi- 
tional medieval distinction between necessitas consequentiae and neces- 
sitas consequentis is an exception in Ames’s works. He mainly adopted 


8° Conscience with the power and cases thereof 1.2.5—4 (s.l. 1639), p. B3”. 

°° Conscience 1.7.7. (see above, n. 86), p. D4’. 

?! De traductione peccatoris ad vitam (see above, n. 81), p. 77 (thesis 11): “nihil est nec 
existit quod à Dei voluntate non est nec existit? 

?2 Animadversiones in synodalia scripta (see above, n. 80), p. Fv (de praedestinatione, 
d. 6, thesis 31). 
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another line of argument originating in Augustine. According to Ames 
and Parker conversion is a means to the end willed by God, that is, the 
salvation of a man. In physical terms such a conversion is a necessary 
motion caused by God and not an act of the human will.” God, however, 
can use, and in fact does use, also moral means such as the knowledge 
of our misery by the Word of God, and human free will. In a free act, 
it is observed, both God and man are concurrent causes. God subordi- 
nates the second cause to himself and makes man an instrument that is 
dependent on the first cause.” Hence in a free act of the will God and 
man are willing the same. In that case the human will determines itself 
and is therefore free.” Such a liberty, however, does not derogate from 
God's omnipotence, because God does not will and produce our act on 
account of a requisite condition in man, but merely in accordance with 
a deliberation of his own intellect. A dependence of the divine will on 
a condition in man would amount to acknowledging a scientia media 
in God—a conditional knowledge—and to subordinating God's decree 
to created things, as occurs in the Arminian foreseen faith, for example. 
For Ames, who favored Calvins emphasis on the absolute simplicity of 
the divine mind, the idea of such scientia media was unacceptable. 
Although the whole argument in Parkers theses and in the other 
polemical writings of Ames is more sophisticated than the observations 
Walaeus made while quoting Augustine' De civitate Dei, neither theolo- 
gian paid any attention to the furious debates between Jesuit and Domini- 
can Neo-Scholastics on the nature of divine concurrence. Notwithstand- 
ing their philosophical differences in dealing with the relationship 
between divine providence, omnipotence, and simplicity and human free 
will, they used the same basic—scholastic—terminology. Their approval 


°3 Detraductione peccatoris ad vitam (see above, n. 83), p. 83 (thesis 28): “Determinatio 
enim voluntatis ad conversationem est ens proprium, verum, Physicum ... Hincsicut a 
decreto ipsius pendente, ut medium ad finem ordinatum: sic a physico ipsius influxu 
producitur? 

?* De traductione peccatoris ad vitam (see above, n. 83), pp. 84-85 (thesis 33): "Hinc 
videre est quomodo Deus et homo ut totales causae immediate concurrant ad eundem 
actum. Deus in suo genere subordinando sibi secundam causam. Homo in suo genere 
instar instrumentum movendo sub prima. Hoc enim poscit natura Dei qui integer et 
absolutus est bonorum actuum author. Immediate veró concurrit Deus non quidem quia 
sine medio sed quia intime? 

*5 De traductione peccatoris ad vitam (see above, n. 83), p. 86 (theses 39-40): the 
human will “in excercitio libere seipsam determinet” and “non invité sed voluntario 
producit imperio?" Therefore "sub determinatione Dei" human freedom “non tollit[ur] 
sed perficit[ur]" 
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of the Canons was the outcome of a view generally held by the dele- 
gates that Arminian theology was too radical and lacked moderation 
and therefore resulted in a disastrous disunity in the Church and in the 
State. The consensus at the Synod was due to shared principles. This 
also explains the shock caused by Cartesianism, which not only declared 
scholasticism obsolete, but also replaced it by a new way of philosophiz- 
ing. 


THE SYNOD OF DORDT ON 
ARMINIAN ANTHROPOLOGY 


AZA GOUDRIAAN 


Introduction 


In the fall of 1618 Festus Hommius, an influential Reformed minister 
at Leiden, published a book that was meant to provide delegates at the 
future Synod of Dordt with a documented survey of the controversial 
issues of the day. This Specimen controversiarum Belgicarum gave the 
text of all of the 37 articles of the Belgic Confession of Faith with an 
extensive annotation.! Providing a variety of quotations and supporting 
references, Hommius indicated the points on which Arminian theology 
differed from orthodox Reformed doctrine. These controversial points 
were not limited to the well-known five Articles of the Remonstrance 
(1610) that the Synod of Dordrecht (1618-1619) countered by what 
later became the ‘five points of Calvinism. The notion that the whole 
controversy was about nothing other than these five particular issues was 
rather, Hommius argued, an inadequate Arminian description of what 
was actually going on. According to Remonstrants no central Christian 
articles of faith were involved in the debate. Hommius, however, saw a 
far more comprehensive antagonism that concerned many other articles 
of faith in addition to those mentioned in the well-known Remonstrance 
of 1610. Actually, Hommius contended that the so-called major issue of 
predestination served as a smokescreen (prophasis) meant to conceal the 
promotion of some version of Socinian theology.’ 


! PJ. Wijminga, Festus Hommius (Leiden, 1899), pp. 264-268. Research for this article 
has been funded by the Netherlands Organization for Scientific Research (NWO), in the 
context of the research project led by J.A. van Ruler, ‘From Erasmus to Spinoza: Classical 
and Christian Notions ofthe Self in Dutch Philosophy, Theology and Letters’ (sub-project 
‘Classical Philosophy and Arminian Theology’). I thank Han van Ruler and Ruben Buys, 
as well as participants in the 2006 conference, for their comments. 

? Festus Hommius, Specimen controversiarum Belgicarum [KB: Knuttel 2718] (Lei- 
den, 1618), p. [i] of the preface to the reader: "Protestantur publice se praeter quinque 
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Arminian anthropology was certainly an issue over which notable 
disagreements existed at the time. In fact, questions concerning the 
abilities of the human being surfaced in more than one of the contentious 
five points. Most clearly, anthropological issues are connected with the 
disagreements on Articles three and four of the Remonstrance, which are 
on faith as a gift of God and on the necessity of grace—a resistible grace, 
that is.? Anthropological issues were also mentioned in Hommiuss Speci- 
men controversiarum Belgicarum. Here they appeared in the discussion 
of articles fourteen and fifteen of the Belgic Confession, which deal with 
"the creation, fall and corruption of the human being" and with "original 
sin?^ A few positions mentioned by Hommius can give us a sense of what 
kind of anthropological views were controversial between Remonstrants 
and Contra-Remonstrants. These concern intellect and will, and the 
impact of the Fall in Paradise on the human being. With respect to 
the human intellect, Hommius mentioned Simon Episcopiuss view that 
the damage done by sin still leaves intact the ability to understand the 
Bible concerning spiritual matters: in this regard a special illumination 
by the Holy Spirit is not needed? Concerning human will Hommius 
reported the view that it is “not a slave of sin, but free to will good and 
evil? That was what he read in the Arminian delegation papers at the 
Conference of The Hague (1611) and also in a tract that he attributed to 
Henricus Welsing but which was in fact written by Faustus Socinus,° and 


istos, nimis notis, de Praedestinatione, eique annexis capitibus, articulos, nihil habere, 
de quo contendant"; ibid., p. [ii]: ^... non tantum merito suspicentur, sed omnino etiam 
arbitrentur, plausibilem illam de Praedestinatione controversiam, quinque illis Articulis 
expressam, prophasin tantum esse, sub qua Socinianismum (aliquantulum forte interpo- 
latum aut incrustatum) in Reformatas hasce Ecclesias introducere conentur? 

3 See, in a modern edition, G.J. Hoenderdaal, ‘Remonstrantie en Contraremon- 
strantie; Nederlands Archief voor Kerkgeschiedenis 51 (1970), 49-96, there 74-75. 

^ Hommius, Specimen (see above, n. 2), pp. 37-58. For a critical edition of the 
Confessio Belgica, see J.N. Bakhuizen van den Brink, De Nederlandse belijdenisgeschriften, 
in authentieke teksten met inleiding en tekstvergelijkingen, 2nd ed. (Amsterdam, 1976); 
an English translation can be found in Reformed Confessions Harmonized. With an 
Annotated Bibliography of Reformed Doctrinal Works, ed. J.R. Beeke and S.B. Ferguson 
(Grand Rapids, 1999). 

5 Hommius, Specimen (see above, n. 2), pp. 41-42, with quotations from various 
disputations by Episcopius. 

$ On this publication, see A. de Groot, ‘Franeker als Irenopolis. E. Socinus, “De officio 
hominis christiani", 1610; in Kerk en conflict. Identiteitskwesties in de geschiedenis van het 
Christendom, ed. W. Otten and W.J. van Asselt (Zoetermeer, 2002), pp. 102-114. 
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in a publication of the Alkmaar minister Adolphus Venator.” Concerning 
the will Hommius noted that several theologians defended the view that 
God's grace respects human freedom and needs the will's co-operation. 
This he backed up by an extensive series of quotations, from the Armini- 
ans at the Conference of The Hague and from Jacob Arminius, Johannes 
Arnoldus, Nicolaus Grevinchoven, Conrad Vorstius, and Simon Epis- 
copius.? With respect to the Fall, Hommius mentioned that according 
to Henricus Welsing—that is, the author whom he did not know to be 
Faustus Socinus—and Adolphus Venator people are “born with the same 
powers to do what is good (viribus ad bonum) with which Adam was cre- 
ated, so that as a matter of fact the effects of the Fall are rather limited.? 

Those who came to the Synod of Dordrecht with Hommiuss book in 
their hands could conclude from these few points at least that they were 
confronted by what could be called an ‘optimistic’ !° view of the abilities 
of the human being. In this view, the human understanding and will 
are considered to be capable of significant accomplishments in spiritual 
matters. How did the Synod itself perceive the Arminian anthropology, 
and how did it reply to it? In what follows an answer to this question is 
sought from the documents (judicia) written by the attending Dutch and 
foreign delegations on Articles three and four ofthe Remonstrance. These 
documents are included in the official printed Acta of the Synod.!! The 
Arminian anthropology, in other words, is approached here primarily 
from the perspective of how it was reconstructed and assessed at the 
Synod of Dordrecht. 


7 Hommius, Specimen (see above, n. 2), p. 43, with references. 

8 Hommius, Specimen (see above, n. 2), pp. 44-50. 

? Hommius, Specimen (see above, n. 2), pp. 54-55, with references. 

10 A similar use of the term ‘optimism’ is made, for instance, by Friedrich Jodl, 
who speaks of "einer mehr optimistischen Auffassung des menschlichen Wesens" that 
distinguished the Remonstrants from “der absolute ethische Pessimismus" of Martin 
Luther and John Calvin; Geschichte der Ethik als philosophischer Wissenschaft, 2 vols., 2nd 
ed. (Stuttgart, 1906-1912), 1: 204. 

!! [n what follows references are made to the Latin quarto-edition of the Acts, Acta 
Synodi Nationalis, in nomine Domini nostri Iesu Christi, autoritate DD. Ordinum Gen- 
eralium Foederati Belgii provinciarum, Dordrechti habitae anno MDCXVIII et MDCXIX 
(Dordrecht, 1620), hereafter cited as Acta (followed by part number), and to what appears 
to be the most recent Dutch printing of the Acts of the Synod: the revised Dutch transla- 
tion published in 1885 by J.H. Donner and S.A. van den Hoorn, Acta of Handelingen der 
Nationale Synode, in de naam van onze Heere Jezus Christus gehouden door autoriteit der 
Hoogmogende Heren Staten-Generaal der Verenigde Nederlanden te Dordrecht in de jaren 
1618 en 1619 (1885, repr. Houten, 1987), hereafter cited as Handelingen. 
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First of all, however, a caveat is needed with respect to the Synod’s dis- 
cussion of Arminian anthropology. Hommiuss book included detailed 
references to numerous Remonstrant writings,” but the views that have 
been cited above reflect an anthropological optimism that does not seem 
to fit especially well into the text of Articles three and four ofthe Remon- 
strance of 1610, which insist that the human being can "think, will or 
do ... nothing good that is truly good" except when he is given grace by 
God.? The Remonstrance, in other words, spoke in a more critical man- 
ner about human abilities than did the texts quoted by Hommius. This 
raises the question: On which Remonstrant writings did the Synod base 
its judgment? 

The answer is that the Synod did not build its judgment on the Remon- 
strance alone. In Dordrecht the Remonstrants presented several doc- 
uments explaining their views both on the five Articles and on other 
issues.'4 In December 1618 they presented documents on their position 
concerning the five Articles.” When the Arminians turned out to be 
unwilling to comply with the Synod's demands concerning the presen- 
tation of their views, they were dismissed. After that, the States Gen- 
eral decided that the discussion would be based upon the Arminians’ 
“public writings and explanations, written as well as spoken, expressed 
by them in the past in this National Synod as well as in other provincial 
synods and elsewhere?!^ Thus, the Arminian anthropology as discussed 
by the Synod is based on a much wider range of Arminian accounts than 
the Remonstrance alone. Some delegations even claimed that the official 


1? The authors cited are listed in the preface: J. Arminius, C. Vorstius, S. Episcopius, 
P. Bertius, C. Barlaeus, A. Borrius, J. Arnoldus, B. Dwinglo, J. Uytenbogaert, N. Grevin- 
choven, A. Venator, H. Slatius, P. Cupus, and H. Welsing. 

13 Hoenderdaal, 'Remonstrantie en Contraremonstrantie (see above, n. 3), pp. 74-75; 
Dutch, Latin, and English texts in Philip Schaff and David S. Schaff, eds., The Creeds of 
Christendom, with a History and Critical Notes, 3 vols., 6th ed. (1931, repr. Grand Rapids 
2007), 3: 546-547. 

14 See in particular the Remonstrant Acta et scripta synodalia Dordracena ministrorum 
Remonstrantium in Foederato Belgio (Harderwijk, 1620) [Württembergische Landesbib- 
liothek, Stuttgart]. 

15 See Handelingen, pp. 120-124 (session 31, on the first article) and 130-136 (session 
34, on the other Articles); Acta 1: 125-127 and 129-137. 

16 Handelingen, p. 208 (session 64); Acta 1: 227: “... ex scriptis eorum publicis atque 
explicationibus, partim scripto, partim viva voce, tam in Nationali hac, quam in reliquis 
Provincialibus Synodis et alibi ab ipsis ante expressis? 
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text of the Remonstrance sounded more orthodox than the underlying 
doctrine really was.!7 In January 1619 the Synod decided that its presi- 
dent, Johannes Bogerman, would write a series of theses summarising the 
Remonstrants' views. Subsequently, Bogermans drafts were discussed in 
the Synod and agreed upon. The final text remained unprinted through- 
out the seventeenth-century debates; it was actually published for the first 
time only in 1937 by DJ. de Groot.?? In its discussion of Articles three 
and four this carefully documented text included no references to either 
the Remonstrance or the documents that the Remonstrants had handed 
over to the Synod. Most frequently quoted were documents presented at 
the Conference of The Hague (1611), where the Arminians were repre- 
sented by Johannes Uytenbogaert, Adriaan Bor (Borrius), Eduard Pop- 
pius, Nicolaus Grevinchoven, Johannes Arnoldus (Corvinus), and Simon 
Episcopius.!? In addition, the Synod cited other works by Arminius, 
Arnoldus, Episcopius, Barlaeus, and Grevinchoven.?? 

The judicia of the attending delegations that were printed in the offi- 
cial Acta of the Synod show that the Synod’s assessment of Articles three 
and four was based on writings by Arminius, Barlaeus, Grevinchoven, 
Corvinus, Uytenbogaert, on academic disputations of Simon Episcopius, 
on the Arminian viewpoints that had been presented at the Conference 
of The Hague in 1611, on the declaration of the Gelderland Arminians 
concerning the five Articles, and on the documents that the Remon- 
strants had presented to the Synod. All of these writings were genuinely 
Arminian. Conrad Vorstius, who was cited by the Emden and South 
Holland delegations, was probably not a typical Arminian thinker but 


17 Handelingen, pp. 785-786 (North Holland delegation; Acta, 3: 236), p. 808 (Frisian 
delegation; Acta, 3: 261). 

18 DJ. de Groot, ‘Stukken met betrekking tot de opstelling der Dordtsche Canones; 
Bijdragen en mededelingen van het Historisch Genootschap 58 (1937), 134-210; there 
pp. 144-163, the ‘Articuli pertinentes ad pleniorem explicationem sententiae Remon- 
strantium ...? I thank Don Sinnema for drawing my attention to these articuli. 

1? Three editions of the documents concerning this Conference were quoted by the 
Synod: Schriftelicke conferentie, gehouden in s'Gravenhaghe inden lare 1611 tusschen 
sommighe Kercken-dienaren, aengaende de Godlicke Praedestinatie metten aencleven van 
dien (s Gravenhage, 1612 [Knuttel 1942]); Collatio scripto habita Hagae Comitis anno 
ab incarnato Domino 1611 inter quosdam Ecclesiastas de divina Praedestinatione, et ejus 
appendicibus (Zierikzee, 1615 [Knuttel 2190A]), ed. Henricus Brand; Scripta adversaria 
collationis Hagiensis, habitae anno MDCXI inter quosdam ecclesiarum pastores de divina 
praedestinatione et capitibus ei adnexis, quae ex Belgicis autoritate Ill. Hollandiae et 
Westfrisiae Ordinum iam pridem editis, Latina fecit Petrus Bertius (Leiden, 1615). 

20 De Groot, 'Stukken' (see above, n. 18), 156-160. 
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he was quoted only rarely.” Among the foreign delegations that dis- 
cussed Articles three and four, the theologians from the Palatinate, Hesse, 
and Emden, gave the most extensive references to Remonstrant writings. 
Among the Dutch delegates, the professors of theology, the delegates 
from Gelderland, North Holland, Utrecht, and Groningen, stand out for 
their number of detailed references to various Arminian writings. 


The (Three) Powers of the Soul 


How did the Synod assess Arminian ‘anthropology’? An answer to this 
question can be found by focusing on how the human soul and its qual- 
ities in the state of sin and of grace are described. In discussing chapters 
three and four of the Remonstrance not all delegations presented a fully 
developed theory of what the human soul consists of. All delegations, 
however, seem to have distinguished between intellect and will. Some 
delegations listed, with more or less clarity, three powers in the soul: intel- 
lect, will, and affections. These three mental powers are mentioned by the 
delegations from the Palatinate,” Switzerland,? South Holland,” Zee- 
land,” Groningen,” and Drenthe.” The delegation from North Holland 
seems to follow the Remonstrants in doing the same.”* A variation of this 
tri-partition is found in the distinction between intellect, will, and heart, 
made by the Hesse delegation,” and in the distinction between “intel- 


?! Handelingen, pp. 507, 510, 513 (Acta 2: 215, 218, 221; Emden delegation), p. 784 
(Acta, 3: 234; South Holland delegation). On Vorstius, see E. Wenneker, “Vorstius, Con- 
rad; in Biographisch-Bibliographisches Kirchenlexikon, 27 vols. (Herzberg et al., 1990- 
2007), 13: 84-90; online at http://www.bautz.de/bbkl/v/vorstius.shtml. 

22 Handelingen, p. 480; Acta, 2: 178 (renovatur mente, voluntate, affectibus, omnibus- 
que viribus"). See, however, Handelingen, p. 481; Acta, 2: 180: intellect (mens), heart and 
affections (cor et affectus), will (voluntas). 

23 Handelingen, p. 490; Acta, 2: 192 (intellectus, arbitrium, affectus reliqui). 

24 Handelingen, pp. 779, 780-785; Acta, 3: 227 (intellectus, voluntas, affectus), 228-234. 

25 Handelingen, p. 794; Acta, 3: 246 (mens, affectus, voluntas, mentioning also omnes 
animae facultates), and see the Zeeland judgment passim. 

?6 Handelingen, p. 825; Acta, 3: 282 (cf. Handelingen, p. 836; Acta, 3: 293-294). 
Handelingen, p. 823; Acta, 3: 280: "in intellectu ... in voluntate omnibusque animae 
facultatibus? 

7 Handelingen, p. 840; Acta, 3: 299 (cf. Handelingen, p. 839; Acta 3: 298: "intellectu, 
affectionibus, voluntate, omnibusque viribus"). 

28 Handelingen, p. 788, cf. p. 793; Acta, 3: 239, cf. 244. The delegation started by quoting 
the third article of the Remonstrance (Handelingen, p. 785; Acta, 3: 236). 

?? Handelingen, pp. 485-486 (Acta, 2: 185-186: quoad intellectum, quoad voluntatem, 
quoad cor) and passim in the Hesse report. 
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lect, will, and all his [that is, the human beings] powers,” that was made 
by the delegation from Bremen.?? The Emden delegation spoke, using 


flexible terminology, about “intellect, will, and heart;?! about “intellect 


(mens), heart (cor), and affections (affectus); ?? or about "intellect, heart 
or will, and all affections"? The Frisian representatives discussed intel- 
lect, heart and will, and noted that the latter two—heart and will—are 
one and the same in the Bible, where the “hair-splitting” distinctions of 
post-biblical philosophy are absent.?* In short, there are only insignifi- 
cant differences between the members of the Synod over the fact that the 
human soul has intellect, will, and affections, while the discussions at the 
Synod— not unlike the text of the Remonstrance?— also make clear that 
the Arminians took the same view.?ó 

What was also generally accepted by both parties—even though it was 
not emphasized—is that these powers are ordered in a hierarchical way: 
the intellect leads, the will and the affections, are considered to follow its 
lead.?” This is not only a point of consensus between the orthodox delega- 
tions; the Franeker theologian Sibrandus Lubbertus also mentioned it as 


30 Handelingen, p. 504; Acta, 2: 209. 

7 Handelingen, p. 527; Acta, 2: 240. Cf. Handelingen, pp. 508, 512, 526; Acta, 2: 216, 
220 (“in mentem, voluntatem et cordis affectus”), 239. 

32 Handelingen, p. 511; Acta, 2: 220. 

33 Handelingen, p. 511; Acta, 2: 220. Cf. Handelingen, pp. 524 and 529 (Acta, 2: 236 
and 243): intellect, affections, will. See also Handelingen, p. 511, Acta, 2: 220: “... cor in 
quo voluntas est, omnium est affectuum sedes ...? 

34 Handelingen, p. 809; Acta, 3: 263. 

35 Hoenderdaal, ‘Remonstrantie en Contraremonstrantie (see above, n. 3), 74 (art. 3): 
the human being needs to be regenerated “in verstant, affectie, oft wille, ende alle crachten 
(in intellect, affection or will, and all powers)"; cf. Schaff, ed., Creeds (see above, n. 13), 3: 
547. 

36 On the faculties of the soul in early modern Reformed theology, see H. Heppe/E. Bi- 
zer, Die Dogmatik der evangelisch-reformierten Kirche, dargestellt und aus den Quellen 
belegt (Neukirchen, 1958), pp. 174, 180; R.A. Muller, Post-Reformation Reformed Dog- 
matics. The Rise and Development of Reformed Orthodoxy, ca. 1520 - ca. 1725, 4 vols. 
(Grand Rapids, 2003), 1: 355-356. Cf., for instance, A. Polanus, Syntagma theologiae 
christianae (Hanoviae, 1610), 2095-2107: “Potentiae animae humanae sunt tres: vegeta- 
tiva, sensitiva et intellectiva ...” (2096-2097); “Mentis facultates essentiales duae sunt: 
intellectus et voluntas hominis” (2101). 

37 See Handelingen, pp. 490 (Swiss delegation; Acta, 2: 192); 779 (South Holland 
delegation, Acta, 3: 227; see also 784, Acta 3: 234). This view is cited as the Remonstrants’ 
view by the Emden delegation (Handelingen, p. 524; Acta 2: 235, quoting the Arminians 
at the Conference of The Hague: “... in voluntate non potuit talis infusio fieri, quippe 
quae ex se libera est ad volendum bonum vel malum, et ab opere suo vel bona vel 
mala denominanda est, quod mens illi monstraret, et quo affectus illam impellerent"; 
cf. H. Brand, ed., Collatio [see above, n. 19], p. 298), and by the Walloon delegation 
(Handelingen, p. 843; Acta, 3: 303). 
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an aspect of a free will doctrine about which there was no conflict what- 
soever between Remonstrants and Contra-Remonstrants.?? In an article 
on ‘Will and Intellect in the New England Mind; published in 1972, Nor- 
man S. Fiering suggested that Arminian theology is especially hospitable 
to an intellectualist approach in which the intellect is considered to lead 
the will.? He wrote: *... intellectualism can lead rather easily to a belief 
in salvation by effort and endeavor, whereas the pietistic voluntarist can 
only wait on divine grace for redemption??? Fiering acknowledged, of 
course, that "there has always been a completely orthodox intellectualist 
tradition in reformed Protestantism.” His suggestion "that Pelagianism 
and Arminianism are intimately related to the intellectualist theory"?! is 
in itself very interesting. As Richard Muller has argued, Arminius him- 
self attributed a leading role to the intellect.? Yet available evidence from 
the Synod of Dordt suggests that Arminianism and Reformed orthodoxy 
did not disagree about the leading function of the intellect. 


The Influence of Sin on the Human Soul 


Both Arminians and Contra-Remonstrants agreed that there is a differ- 
ence between how the soul was immediately after creation and how it 
is now, after the Fall.? Yet there was a profound disagreement on the 
way both parties assessed the impact of sin. What the Synod especially 
rejected is the Arminian view that the human will is not, or is not drasti- 
cally, affected by sin. 

The common view of the Reformed delegations was that the human 
being received various gifts from God (such as righteousness and so on) 
when it was created. These gifts were lost when Adam and Eve sinned 
in Paradise. They are restored, to a certain extent, by the Divine act 


38 Handelingen, p. 771; Acta, 3: 216: "Homo irregenitus habet liberum arbitrium. 
Sponte enim et proprio motu eligit aut repudiat, quod intellectus eligendum et repudian- 
dum censet. Neque de hac re controversia est.” 

?? Fiering, "Will and Intellect in the New England Mind; The William and Mary 
Quarterly. A Magazine of Early American History 29 (1972), 515-558, there 537, 550- 
551. 

40 Fiering, ‘Will and Intellect’ (see above, n. 39), p. 551. 

^! Both quotations: Fiering, "Will and Intellect’ (see above, n. 39), p. 550. 

? Richard A. Muller, "Ihe Priority of the Intellect in the Soteriology of Jacob Armi- 
nius; Westminster Theological Journal 55 (1993), 55-72. 

4 On this theme, see e.g. Peter Harrison, The Fall of Man and the Foundations of 
Science (Cambridge, 2007), though Arminius and Arminianism are not discussed here. 
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of regeneration. In this way there are two essential factors that have a 
significant and real impact on the disposition of the human person: the 
first is the Fall, and the second is regeneration. 

Some delegations offered specific elaborations of the distinction be- 
tween the created and fallen conditions of humanity. With respect to the 
will, the delegation from Hesse made a clear distinction between how 
it is "according to its essence (De libero arbitrio, secundum essentiam 
suam considerato)" and how it is "according to its accidental powers 
(... secundum vires suas accidentales considerato)? The essence of the 
will is not changed, but with respect to the non-essential attributes the 
"state of sin (status peccati)" is very different from "the state of grace 
(status gratiae)" and both states are profoundly significant for a human 
being.“ The Bremen delegation more broadly distinguished a fourfold 
condition of free will, depending on the different states of "innocence, 
misery, grace, and glory,’ respectively.* In a comparable way, the Synod 
members from South Holland contrasted the "state" of mental powers— 
distinguished as intellect, will and affections— "after the Fall (De statu 
hominis in lapsu)" with how these powers are disposed when the person 
is changed by regeneration.^6 Intellect, will, and affections are still there 
after the Fall, but they have lost the gifts (praeclara dona) with which they 
were originally adorned." It is this contrast that deserves more specific 
attention. 


a. Intellect 


With respect to the intellect the Synod emphasized that it is completely 
blind in spiritual matters. One biblical text that is occasionally quoted in 
this regard is Paul's statement in his second letter to the Corinthians 3,5 
that ^weare [not] sufficient of ourselves to think any thing as of ourselves" 
(AV)—which was interpreted in the sense that we are unable to think 
something really good.** This point was also admitted explicitly in the 


44 Handelingen, pp. 485-489; Acta 2: 184-188. 

45 Handelingen, p. 504; Acta, 2: 210: "Arbitrium nostrum consideratur in statu qua- 
druplici, nempe, innocentiae, miseriae, gratiae, et gloriae” 

^6 Handelingen, pp. 779-785; Acta, 3: 227-234. 

4” Handelingen, p. 779; Acta, 3: 227. 

48 Handelingen, p. 469; Acta, 2: 164 (British delegation; also in Anthony Milton, ed., 
The British Delegation and the Synod of Dort (1618-1619) (Woodbridge 2005), p. 251); 
Handelingen, p. 483; Acta, 2: 182 (Palatinate delegation); Handelingen, p. 486; Acta, 2: 186 
(Hesse delegation); Handelingen, p. 818; Acta, 3: 274 (Overijssel delegation); Handelingen, 
p. 838; Acta, 3: 296 (Drenthe delegation). 


90 AZA GOUDRIAAN 


Remonstrance.? The Contra-Remonstrants assumed that humans have a 
natural knowledge of God, but they were very careful not to overestimate 
the quality of this knowledge. The Emden delegation even stated that “by 
natural light" we cannot “attain to the true knowledge of the Creator," 
because for this, Jesus Christ must also be known.?? In addition, the 
essential result of all that God has let humans retain after the Fall is 
that they are without excuse for their ungodliness.?! This assessment, of 
course, repeated the Pauline view as expressed in chapter one of the letter 
to the Romans. Human beings still have a natural intellectual ability in 
civil and human matters, but even with respect to these earthly affairs 
theSouth Holland delegation emphasized the dependence ofthe intellect 
upon Divine help in order to function well.?? 

As far as can be seen from the Synod Acts, the Arminians admitted 
the influence of sin on the human intellect,? but they differed from the 
Synod on at least two points that seem to be related with how the intellect 
is assessed. 


(1) In the first place, Arminians distinguished themselves from the com- 
mon Reformed view by attributing a positive role to the "light of nature 
(lumen naturae)?>* Several delegations accused the Arminians of con- 
sidering natural light as ‘grace’ or as a ‘first grace’ and, accordingly, 


4° Hoenderdaal, ‘Remonstrantie en Contraremonstrantie’ (see above, n. 3), 74 (art. 3): 
the human being “inden stant der afwijckinghe ende der sonden, niet goets, dat waerlijck 
goet is (gelijck insonderheyt is het salichmaeckende gheloove) uyt ende van hem selven, 
can dencken, willen, ofte doen ...” (in the state of transgression and sins can think, will, 
or do of himself nothing that is truly good—as is especially saving faith). Cf. Schaff, ed., 
Creeds (see above, n. 13), 3: 546-547. 

°° Handelingen, p. 516; Acta, 2: 225. Cf. Handelingen, p. 832; Acta, 3: 289 (Groningen): 
*... Spiritus Sanctus aperte negat hominem ullum ex lumine et donis naturae in illo 
relictis, ad Deum vere cognoscendum, posse moveri ....” 

2: Handelingen, pp. 486, 491, 494, 508, 510, 794-795; Acta, 2: 185, 193, 197, 216, 218, 
and Acta, 3: 246-247. 

? Thus the South Holland delegation, Handelingen, p. 780 (Acta, 3: 228-229). There is, 
writes the Hesse delegation, a lux sapientiae naturalis (Acta, 2: 185; Handelingen, p. 485); 
cf. Handelingen, p. 479 (Acta, 2: 177; Palatinate delegation). On “scintillae quaedam 
quibus [homo] bonum aliquod naturale, civile, morale cognoscere et facere possit ...,” 
see Handelingen, p. 789 (Acta, 3: 239; North Holland delegates). 

5 Handelingen, p. 788; Acta, 3: 239 (North Holland delegation). 

54 The power of the lumen naturale and the natural human ability to understand 
Scripture were discussed by the Synod in February 1619; see Handelingen, pp. 212 
(session 78 = session 79 in Acta, 1: 231-232) and 215 (Acta, 1: 234; session 91). 
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of repeating the error made by Pelagius and his followers, who blurred 
the distinction between nature and grace.” 

This critique was backed up by a number of references to Arminian 
writings. Several delegations cited Arminiuss claim that to those who 
made good use of their natural abilities, “a bigger grace" or “supernatural 
grace" would be given.” The Emden delegation retorted that “without 
God's singular grace no human being is able to make the right use of 
natural light that is very much obscured ....”°” Several delegations cited 
Johannes Arnoldus Corvinuss work against Tilenus.?? Corvinus wrote 
without ambiguity that, according to Arminius, 


5 Palatinate delegation (Handelingen, pp. 480-481; Acta, 2: 177-179), Hesse delega- 
tion (Handelingen, p. 489; Acta, 2: 191); Emden delegation (Handelingen, pp. 517, 527; 
Acta, 2: 226, 240); Friesland delegation (Handelingen, p. 809; Acta, 3: 262); Groningen 
delegation (Handelingen, pp. 824, 826; Acta, 3: 281 [ex bono usu primae gratiae, id est 
luminis naturae], 283-284). 

56 "The Palatinate delegation (Acta, 2: 178) referred to "Armin. in Antiperkins. pp. 218, 
259 et 260,’ and the Groningen delegation (Acta, 3: 283) cited “Arminius advers. Perkins. 
p. 118 [i.e. probably 218], 1. 30"; cf. Emden delegation (Acta, 2: 225-226). See J. Arminius, 
Examen modestum libelli, quem D. Gulielmus Perkinsius apprime doctus theologus, edidit 
ante aliquos annos, de praedestinationis modo et ordine, itemque de amplitudine gratiae 
divinae (Leiden, 1612), p. 218: "At vide mihi an non isto dicto Christi, Habenti dabitur, 
promissio ista contineatur, qua Deus spondet se gratia supernaturali illuminaturum, 
qui lumine naturali recte utetur, aut saltem utetur, quamtum poterit, minus male"; 
p. 259: "Secunda est, quod interea dum Christi cognitione destituuntur, non tamen sine 
testimonio Deus se relinquerit, sed et illo tempore aliquam veritatem de potentia et 
bonitate sua illis patefecit, legem quoque mentibus insculptam conservaverit: quibus 
bonis si recte usi fuissent, saltem ex conscientia majorem ipsis gratiam concessurus 
fuisset, secundum illud, habenti dabitur. Eorum vero abusu vel non usu indignos se 
fecerunt etiam ista Dei misericordia, et propterea inexcusabiles, et sine lege damnandos 
per cogitationes ipsos accusantes. Act. 14 et 17. Rom. 1 et 2”; cf. pp. 259-260: “Ad tertium, 
Omnes homines aliqua vocatione vocantur, nempe per istam testificationem Dei, qua 
adduci possunt ut palpando Deum inveniant, et illa veritate quam in injustitia detinent, 
hoc est, cujus in se effectum impediunt: et illa legis in mentes inscriptione, secundum 
quam cogitationes habent ipsos accusantes. Haec autem vocatio quanquam salutaris 
non est, utpote ex qua salus immediate obtineri non posit, tamen praecedanea potest 
dici salutari, qua Christus offertur: quae ipsam recte usurpatam ex Dei misericordia sit 
consecutura.” The articuli published by De Groot, 'Stukken' (see note 18), p. 156, included 
a reference to Arminius, Examen, pp. 259; 260. 

57 Handelingen, p. 516; Acta, 2: 225. 

58 Palatinate delegation (Handelingen, p. 480; Acta, 2: 178): "Ioh. Arnold. adv. Tilen. 
p. 154, et aliquot seqq. Item, pp. 370, 380, 397? Hesse delegation (Handelingen, p. 489; 
Acta, 2: 191): "Quos secutus [Pelagianos, sc.] Ioh. Arnoldi, ex sententia Arminij, in scripto 
adversus Tilen. cap. 6, lumen naturale vocat gratiam Dei praevenientem, qua qui bene 
utitur, ulteriore a Deo gratia, donentur? Groningen delegation (Handelingen, pp. 826- 
827; Acta, 3: 283; quotations italicized, AG): "Et Ioh. Arnold. Arminij mentem explicans 
cont. Tile. pag. 154, l. 22 dicit. Notat autem insuper, nullum esse, qui omnis omnino gratiae 
sit expers, se domnes homines habere aliquas Divinae gratiae reliquias et scintillas luminis, 
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... there is nobody who is entirely devoid of all grace, but all humans have 
some sparks of divine light and knowledge, which God has left to them for 
this reason, that they may glorify God according to the measure of their 
gifts ....°° 


Corvinus mentioned several reasons why 


Arminius prefers saying that God gives further grace to him who makes 
the right use of the first [grace] but denies further [grace] to him who 
does not make the right use of it, over seeking or placing the reason why 
someone lacks a certain grace in such a precise decree of reprobation as 
you would propose.9? 


Moreover, the delegates from Emden referred to the anonymous reply 
to the Walcheren ministers, in which Caspar Barlaeus argued that God 
gives "further grace" to those who made an appropriate use “of a more 
common grace?! The Groningen delegation referred to a disputation in 


cognitionisque Divinae, hoc fine a Deo ipsis relictas, ut pro mensura, suorum donorum 
Deum glorificarent. Item pag. 156, l. 15. Mavult D. Arminius statuere, Deum ulteriore 
gratia donare, prima recte utentem. Et pag. eadem 29, et p. 157,1. 1, 4et p. 158,1. 4, Iam vero 
hoc peccato gratia sua utente, quodque per eandem potest, faciendi, Deum plura et majora 
dona largiturum sentit Arminius. Item pag. 394, lin. 28" Emden delegation (Handelingen, 
p. 516; Acta, 2: 225): "Ioh. Arnold. ad Tilen, pp. 373 et 473^ The articuli published by De 
Groot, ‘Stukker (see above, n. 18), p. 156, included a reference to Corvinus's work against 
Tilenus, pp. 259, 158, 369, 370. 

5 Ioannes Arnoldus Corvinus, Defensio sententiae D. Iacobi Arminii, de praedestina- 
tione, gratia Dei, libero hominis arbitrio, etc., adversus eiusdem a Cl. V.D. Daniele Tileno, 
theologo Sedanensis, editam considerationem (Leiden, 1613), p. 154. 

9" Corvinus, Defensio sententiae D. Iacobi Arminii (see above, n. 59), p. 156: "Ex hisce, 
inquam, omnibus mavult D. Arminius statuere, Deum ulteriore gratia donare prima recte 
utentem, eadem vero abutentem ulteriore destituere, quam causam cur quis quadam 
gratia careat in praeciso tali reprobationis decreto, quale tu formas, aut quaerere aut 
ponere? See above, footnote 54. 

$! The Emden delegation referred (Handelingen, p. 516; Acta, 2: 226) to “ad Wal. pag. 
47? See [C. Barlaeus], Epistola ecclesiastarum quos in Belgio Remonstrantes vocant, ad 
exterarum ecclesiarum Reformatos doctores, pastores, theologos, qua sententiam suam de 
praedestinatione et annexis ei capitibus exponunt ... Oppositae epistolae delegatorum clas- 
sis Walachrianae ad eosdem doctores singulatim directae [Knuttel 2435] (Leiden, 1617), 
p. 47: "Verum non suboscuris ex scriptura rationibus ac testimoniis colligi posse puta- 
mus, interdum Deum hanc vel illam gentem, civitatem, personam, Evangelii revelatione 
prae aliis dignari, quam ipse dignam pronunciat, non quidem ex propriae sanctitatis dig- 
nitate aliqua, sed ex gratiosa suae aestimatione, qua per naturalem legis suae noticiam, et 
meliorem gratiae communioris usum correctos nonnihil, idoneos judicat, quos ulteriore 
gratia, idque ex beneplactito suo donet, iisque anteferat, quos vel gratiae semel oblatae, 
contemptores fuisse improbos vel horrendis alioquin sceleribus mancipatos debitosque 
comperit? Barlaeus was the author of this Epistola, see e.g. J.A. Worp, ‘Caspar van Baerle, 
II. Barlaeus als onder-regent van het Statencollege (1612-1619); Oud-Holland 4 (1886), 
24-40, there 30. 
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which Simon Episcopius stressed the need for a "right disposition" in 
the person “who is to have faith?9? The Synod, in short, criticized the 
Arminian notion that if a human being makes a good use of his natural 
capacity, he may thereby be given more grace.9 The Groningen delegates 
noted that grace, in the Bible, is not a term for natural human abilities 
that remained after the Fall. Grace is rather defined by being the opposite 
of works.“ Obviously, the Synod rejected the Arminian view that the 
natural abilities of humans could function as a bridge and starting-point 
from where grace could be acquired. Thus, in the Synod's judgment, the 
Arminians did not sufficiently take into account the depravity of the 
human being. 


(2) A second point that relates to how the human intellect is assessed, is 
the assumption that the human being has a natural ability to read and 
understand the Bible and what it says about Divine matters.© In this 


$? Groningen delegation in Acta, 3: 281: "Epis. Thes. in priv Disp. 15, Thes. 7, 8, p. 457 
See S. Episcopius, "Disputatio XV. De praeceptis Novi Foederis, in idem, Collegium dis- 
putationum theologicarum, in Academia Leydensi privatim institutarum [Knuttel 2720A] 
(Dordrecht, 1618), pp. 44-46, there p. 45 (thesis 7): "Ad fidem hanc concipiendam aut 
habendam duo requiruntur. I. Recta dispositio ejus qui crediturus est. II. Argumenta vel 
adscita vel insita quibus moveatur ut credat"; thesis 8: "Is qui crediturus est necesse est ut 
probus sit: hoc est, ut careat adscititia malitia, et improbitate omni voluntaria. Improbus 
enim aut difficulter aut nunquam credit. Qui enim ex Deo est verba Dei audit, et qui, quae 
mala sunt, agit, ille odit lucem, etc. qui operam dat veritati, hoc est, bona agit, hic venit 
ad lucem? 

63 E.g. Emden delegation, Handelingen, p. 508 (Acta, 2: 216, referring to Corvinus, 
Defensio sententiae D. lacobi Arminii (see above, n. 59), p. 159: *... quandoquidem enim, 
licet obscurum sit hoc lumen, lumen tamen semper maneat, verum est, illum qui hoc 
lumen habet, aliquid per illud lumen posse, utut hoc sit perexiguum. Ideoque non est 
negandum talem, siquidem hoc exiguum praestet, et in parvo fidelis sit, a Deo majus 
lumen et majores vires quibus plura facere possit accepturum.”); Overijssel delegation, 
Handelingen, pp. 815-817 (Acta, 3: 270-272). 

64 Handelingen, p. 827 (Acta, 3: 284), with reference to Rom. 11,5-6, 2 Tim. 1,9, Tit. 
3.4-5. 

65 Handelingen, pp. 786, 788, 792, 801; Acta, 3: 236, 239, 244 (North Holland delega- 
tion), 254 (Utrecht delegation, with reference to Episcopiuss public (thesis 1) and private 
(theses 1, 3, 7) disputations ‘On the perspicuity of Holy Scripture’). These disputations are 
reprinted in S. Episcopius, Operum theologicorum pars altera (Rotterdam, 1665), pars 2. 
See there, p. 391 (in the public "Disputatio III. De Sacrae scripturae perspicuitate’), thesis 
1: "Perspicuitas Scripturae est evidens, clara et aperta sensuum omnium, qui universis et 
singulis ad aeternam salutem consequendam scitu, creditu, speratu, factu, necessarij sunt, 
per scripturam propositio: quae sine labore examinis, sine auxilio operosae indaginis, 
immediata sua luce et evidentia, a quolibet, modo usu rationis et judicij polleat, intelligi 
et percipi potest.” Cf. private disputation 3, ‘De perspicuitate S. Scripturae; Opera, 2: pars 
2, p. 445 (thesis 1): "Scriptura Sacra non tantum perfecte in se continent omnia ea, quae 
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context, several delegations referred to university disputations in which 
Simon Episcopius had claimed that humans have this natural ability.°° 
The Synod criticized the lack of an admission that special Divine help is 
needed in order to understand the Bible well in these matters. Here too, 
the Arminian intellect seemed to be adorned with more abilities than the 
darkened intellect that the Contra-Remonstrants knew. 


b. Will 


While there are differences between Arminian and orthodox Reformed 
anthropology as far as the intellect and natural light is concerned, the 
most profound contrast is found in their respective views of the human 
will. This contrast can be located more precisely in three areas. There is 
a disagreement about the freedom of the will, about what perhaps can be 
called the moral quality of the will, and about the power of the will. These 
disagreements are also expressions of different views of the influence of 
sin. 

A preliminary remark, however, may be helpful. The negative assess- 
ment ofthe powers of human free will in spiritual matters does not imply 
that Calvinism rejected categorically any notion of free will. At Dor- 
drecht the Synod made it clear that the human will is free in a certain 
way. A few quotes may illustrate this. The delegation from Hesse stated 
that humans always have free will (liberum arbitrium): even “in the state 
of corruption" and also “in the other future heavenly life.” These Synod 


universis et singulis creditu ad salute necessaria sunt, sed eadem illa omnia perspicue, 
dilucide et clare etiam omnibus et singulis proponit; ut a quolibet homine, non tantum ea 
quae necessaria sunt, sed etiam sub ipsa necessitatis ratione, quod videlicet necesssaria 
sint, facile intelligi possint? Thesis 3: "Ad hanc enim intelligentiam consequendam, aliud 
necessarium non est, quam vis apprehendendi, et percipiendi sensum illorum verborum, 
quae clare et significanter proponuntur: quae vis naturalis est, et omnibus ratione praedi- 
tis communis in omni statu. Unde nec quaesita multo tempore eruditio, nec operosa et 
elaborata consequentia, nec aliud ullum supernaturale lumen potentiae superinfusum, 
eamque elevans ad hanc intelligentiam eliciendam, necessario requiritur, Affectus etiam 
intercurrentes, qui vim intelligendi obnubilare et opprimere quandoque videntur, non 
ipsam intelligendi potentiam, sed voluntatem vel intelligendi actum impedire dicendi 
sunt.” The articuli published by De Groot, "Stukken' (see above, n. 18), 157, included a 
reference to "Episc. Disp. de Perspic. Script. thesi 2, 3, 7” 

$6 Handelingen, pp. 517 (Acta, 2: 226; Emden delegation), 776 (Acta, 3: 223; Gelderland 
delegation), 801-802 (Acta, 3: 254-255; Utrecht delegation). 

$7 On Calvin's position, see A.N.S. Lane, ‘Did Calvin Believe in Freewill? Vox Evangel- 
ica 12 (1981), 72-90, and Anthony N.S. Lane, ‘Bondage and Liberation in Calvin's Treatise 
against Pighius; in Calvin Studies IX. Papers Presented at the Ninth Colloquium on Calvin 
Studies, ed. John H. Leith and Robert A. Johnson (Davidson, 1998), pp. 16-45. 
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members described this freedom as a liberty "to will or not to will by a 
deliberate election without any coercion, and by a personal and spon- 
taneous motion, whatever the intellect has judged should be elected or 
rejected"? The representatives from Nassau and Wetteravia described 
the orthodox view as stating that “The will of the human being remains by 
its essence always free, even when it is determined towards one thing. Nor 
does the necessity that depends on the decree of God take away this free- 
dom.”® The Bremen delegation described the will in four different con- 
ditions of humankind, and stated that even “[i]n the state of misery [the 
will] has indeed remained free from necessity in vital, civil, and exter- 
nal ecclesiastical matters; also free from the necessity of this or that evil; 
but nevertheless it is kept under sin and misery"? The Synod members 
from Emden insisted that the human will remains free, because "[f]or 
the freedom of the human will it is sufficient that it is acted upon or acts 
with a proper and spontaneous motion, even if this motion or choice is 
elicited and directed from elsewhere, namely from grace?! The Synod 
members from Gelderland wrote: “The will has not been lost by sin; nor 
the freedom of the will. For freely the human being wills everything he 
wills, but as long as man is a prisoner of the devil and a servant of sin, he 
wills nothing but evil (albeit under the appearance of the good), either 
that which is materially evil, or that which is only formally [evil]? The 


68 Handelingen, pp. 485; Acta, 2: 184-185: “Liberum Arbitrium, secundum naturam et 
essentiam suam consideratum, est animae rationalis facultas, seu potentia, ek proairéseos, 
hoc est, deliberata electione absque omni coactione, proprio et spontaneo motu volendi 
aut nolendi, quodcunque intellectus eligendum aut respuendum judicaverit. Hoc modo 
sumptum Liberum Arbitrium, homini in quovis statu competit, nec vel in statu corrup- 
tionis, servitute et necessitate peccandi evertitur, nec in altera coelesti futura vita, bene 
agendi necessitate et immutabilitate evertetur” 

© Handelingen, p. 493; Acta, 2: 195-196: "Voluntas hominis per essentiam suam 
semper manet libera, etiam quando ad unum determinatur. Neque hanc libertatem tollit 
necessitas ista, quae pendet a decreto Dei" Cf. S. Lubbertus in Handelingen, p. 771; 
Acta, 3: 216: “Homo irregenitus habet liberum arbitrium. Sponte enim et proprio motu 
eligit aut repudiat, quod intellectus eligendum et repudiandum censet. Neque de hac re 
controversia est.” 

70 Handelingen, p. 504; Acta 2: 210: "In statu miseriae, mansit quidem liberum a neces- 
sitate in rebus animalibus, civilibus, et externis Ecclesiasticis: item liberum, a necessitate 
hujus aut illus facinoris; sed tamen tenetur sub peccato et miseria" 

71 Handelingen, p. 512; Acta 2: 220: “Ad voluntatis enim humanae libertatem satis est, 
si proprio et spontaneo motu et electione agatur vel agat, etiamsi is motus, ea electio, 
aliunde, nimirum a gratia, excitetur et dirigatur? 

i Handelingen, p. 774; Acta, 3: 220: "Voluntas per peccatum amissa non est: nec 
voluntatis libertas: libere enim vult homo quicquid vult; sed quamdiu captivus diaboli 
et servus peccati est homo, nihil vult nisi malum, (sub ratione licet boni) sive materialiter 
id malum sit, sive formaliter tantum?" Cf. Emden delegation, Handelingen, p. 531; Acta, 2: 
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Synod of Dordt, then, maintained that the human will as such has spon- 
taneous freedom—modern philosophy of religion would say that it held 
a "compatibilist" view of freedom.” 


(1) Yet there was a fundamental disagreement with Arminians over what 
sort of freedom can be attributed to the will in the human being such as 
it is since Eve and Adam sinned. The members of the Synod rejected the 
Arminian idea that the will has a freedom to choose either good or evil." 
As the Friesland delegation noted, this idea was very different from what 
the Remonstrance itself had affirmed concerning the ineffectiveness of 
the human will.” However, the view of the human will as being able to 
choose between good and evil was found in other Remonstrant writings. 

While making this point Synod members referred to a number of 
Remonstrant texts. One of these was the letter that Barlaeus in 1617 
addressed anonymously to foreign theologians.” Even though Barlaeus 
considered it “impossible that the will ofa non-regenerated human being 
can be inclined to the spiritual good,” he also maintained that the human 
will under all circumstances remains free “to will or not to will" and “to 
will or leave unwilled" a certain object; and according to him the moral 
quality of this object (its good or evil character) was irrelevant to the 
essence of this freedom.” 


244: "Cum constet, et multoties inculcatum sit, hominem esse creaturam vivam, ratione 
praeditam et volendi potentia, idque quod vult libere, non coacte volendi? 

73 See e.g. Paul Helm, John Calvins Ideas (Oxford, 2004). 

74 See Emden delegation (Handelingen, pp. 524, 530; Acta, 2: 236, 243, there 243: 
"Respondemus primo, nos ejusmodi libertatem, qua possit voluntas nolle aut velle, aut 
velle et non-velle bonum, minime hominis ante sui conversionem voluntati adhaerere, 
concedere. Est enim homo servus peccati natura, Rom 6, ac proinde nulla in eo ad volen- 
dum bonum libertas”), Gelderland delegation (Handelingen, p. 775; Acta, 3: 222), North 
Holland delegation (Handelingen, p. 787; Acta, 3: 238), Friesland delegation (Handelin- 
gen, p. 808; Acta, 3: 262), Groningen delegation (Handelingen, p. 823; Acta, 3: 280). Cf. 
Overijssel delegation (Handelingen, p. 818; Acta, 3: 273), Walloon delegation (Handelin- 
gen, p. 843; Acta 3: 303). 

75 Handelingen, p. 808; Acta, 3: 262: “... longe aliter sonant quam speciosa illa verba 
tertij Articuli. Homo, inquiunt, in statu defectionis et peccati, nihil boni, quod quidem 
vere bonum sit, ex se potest cogitare, velle, aut perficere. Et Artic. IV: Adeo quidem 
ut omnia bona opera quae excogitare possumus, Dei gratiae in Christo tribuenda sint? 
Cf. Hoenderdaal, 'Remonstrantie en Contraremonstrantie (see above, n. 3), pp. 74-75; 
Schaff, ed., Creeds (see above, n. 13), 3: 546-547. 

76 Emden delegation (Handelingen, p. 530; Acta, 2: 243): "Remonstr. Advers. Wal., pag. 
55. 

77 [Barlaeus], Epistola (see above, n. 61), pp. 54-55: “Semper itaque et in omni vitae 
hujus statu libertas voluntati essentialiter adhaeret; sed talis, qua objectum velle potest 
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Several delegations also referred to the 1611 Conference of The Hague, 
where the Remonstrants had argued that “... in the will such an infusion 
[of spiritual gifts] could not occur, because it is of itself free to will either 
good or evil ...;' and “this liberty, although it cannot exercise its power 
in sinful man because of the darkness of the mind and the enormity of 
the affections, yet it has remained in him as a part of the created nature, 
as Calvin testifies, commenting on Ezekiel 11,20 ...77? There is in the 
human will “an innate power to will or not to will (innatam volendi 
ac nolendi facultatem)?” for “God did not deprive the sinful human 
being of his nature, a part of which is the liberty to receive or reject 
whatever is proposed??? In other words: “... in the spiritual death [of 
humankind] spiritual gifts are not in the literal sense separated from the 
human will since they never were engraved into it, but only the freedom 
by which it would be capable of doing either good or evil, as has been 


vel nolle, quam contrarietatis, alii specificationis vocant; aut qua objectum potest velle 
vel non velle, quam contradictionis sive exercitii vocant. Utramque exercet voluntas circa 
media et fines non ultimos. Posteriorem solum circa finem ultimum, aut bonum in 
genere consideratum. Quae vero in objectis considerantur rationes boni vel mali libertati 
accidentariae sunt, nec ad ejus essentiam spectant? But compare p. 57: ^... non censemus 
essentiale esse voluntati ad bonum aut malum se inclinare posse, quin potius impossibile 
hoc fuit in statu lapsu, in quo boni supernaturalis et salvifici defuit cognitio, et impossibile 
erit post hanc vitam, in qua peccandi et malum volendi rationes probabiles menti non 
obversabuntur, sed in primo statu eam fuisse dicimus liberi arbitrii naturam, ut ad bonum 
et ad malum se inclinare posset homo" See p. 55: “At nos, qui Remonstrantium partes 
tuemur ... hominis non renati voluntatem ad bonum supernaturale se inclinare posse, 
impossibile putamus.” 

78 Brand, ed., Collatio (see above, n. 19), p. 298: “Statue iam ex hujus opposito 
vice corporis hominem, vice animae Spiritum Dei, vel spiritualia dona, quibus Deus 
hominem dotavit, nempe in mente habitum scientiae vel inhabitantem cognitionem 
rerum supernaturalium, in affectibus sanctitatem infusam, spem, metum, etc. sed in 
voluntate non poterat talis infusio fieri, quippe quae ex se libera est ad volendum vel 
bonum vel malum, et ab opere suo vel bona vel mala denominanda est, quod mens 
illi monstraret, et quo affectus illam impellerent, sine qua libertate fieri non potuisset, 
ut homo peccaret? "Quae libertas quanquam non possit facultatem suam in homine 
peccatore exerere propter mentis tenebras, et affectuum enormitatem, reliqua tamen facta 
est in eo, tanquam pars naturae creatae, uti Calvinus testatur in Ezech. 11, 20, modo 
quoque citato? Cf. references by the delegations from Emden (Handelingen, p. 524; Acta, 
2: 236) and Gelderland (Handelingen, p. 775; Acta, 3: 222). 

7? Brand, ed., Collatio (see above, n. 19), p. 300 (cf. 302); cf. the reference by the Emden 
delegation (Handelingen, p. 524; Acta, 2: 236). 

8° Brand, ed., Collatio (see above, n. 19), p. 301: “Deus hominem peccatorem natura 
non privavit, cujus pars est voluntas, cujus proprium est libertas, ad rem propositam vel 
recipiendam vel rejiciendam’; cf. citations by the delegations from Emden (Handelingen, 
p. 524; Acta, 2: 236), Gelderland (Handelingen, p. 775; Acta, 3: 222), and Groningen 
(Handelingen, p. 823; Acta, 3: 280). 
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said"?! Arminians defined the freedom of the will as the ability to choose 
good or evil. This view tends to consider the will itself as being neutral 
between the two, as being open to either choice. 

The Synod, in contrast, emphasized that the will of fallen humankind 
is "dead" in spiritual matters,?? inclined to choose evil? and in reality 
choosing evil every single day. Since the Fall, in other words, the human 
will has no ability to choose well spiritually: "it is not free with regard 
to the spiritual good, but only and totally inclined to evil (libera non sit 
ad spirituale bonum; sed tantum, et prorsus, feratur ad malum)?* For 
Arminians, however, this freedom to choose good or evil is still at the 
heart of what human freedom is per se. This is one major disagreement 
on the will that is pointed out in the Acta. 


(2) Another disagreement between Arminians and the Synod is related 
to this. The delegations repeatedly cited the Arminian statement that the 
human will was not equipped with “gifts” at the time of its creation, 
and that these gifts accordingly could not be lost because of human 
sin either. The Synod’s rejection of the view that the will never pos- 
sessed any gifts of righteousness that could be lost at the Fall made it 
into the ‘rejection of errors’ in the Canons. The key passage express- 


3! Brand, ed., Collatio (see above, n. 19), p. 298: ^... at in spirituali morte non 
separantur proprie dona spiritualia ab hominis voluntate, quia illi nunquam ei fuerant 
insita, sed tantum libertas, qua posset vel bonum vel malum facere, ut dictum est.” Cf. 
the reference by the Groningen delegation (Handelingen, p. 823; Acta, 3: 280). 

& E.g. British delegation (Handelingen, p. 474; Acta, 2: 170; Milton, ed., British Del- 
egation [see above, n. 48], p. 258); Swiss delegation (Handelingen, pp. 491, 492; Acta, 2: 
193, 194); Utrecht delegation (Handelingen, p. 804; Acta, 3: 257: "Voluntas hominis in 
statu corruptionis, non modo per tenebras intellectus et affectuum ataxiam, sed etiam 
per inhaerentem sibi perversitatem mortua est, ineptaque ad supernaturale bonum volen- 
dum aut eligendum). 

83 E.g. Swiss delegation (Handelingen, p. 491; Acta, 2: 193), etc. 

** North Holland delegation (Handelingen, p. 787; Acta, 3: 238). 

85 British delegation (Handelingen, p. 476; Acta, 2: 172-173; Milton, ed., British Del- 
egation [see above, n. 48], pp. 261-262); Hesse delegation (Handelingen, p. 487; Acta, 2: 
187); Bremen delegation (Handelingen, p. 506; Acta, 2: 212); Emden delegation (Han- 
delingen, pp. 517, 523-524; Acta, 2: 226, 235-236); Dutch professors (Handelingen, 
pp. 768-769; Acta, 3: 213); Zeeland delegation (Handelingen, p. 798; Acta, 3: 251); Utrecht 
delegation (Handelingen, p. 805; Acta 3: 258-259); Friesland delegation (Handelingen, 
p. 808; Acta, 3: 262); Overijssel delegation (Handelingen, p. 818; Acta, 3: 273); Groningen 
delegation (Handelingen, p. 823; Acta, 3: 280). Cf. South Holland delegation (Handelin- 
gen, p. 781; Acta, 3: 229); North Holland delegation (Handelingen, p. 787; Acta, 3: 238). 

86 Canons 3-4, reiectio errorum 2 and 3; Bakhuizen van den Brink, Belijdenisgeschrif- 
ten (see above, n. 4), p. 261; Schaff, ed., Creeds (see above, n. 13), 3: 569; Milton, ed., 
British Delegation (see above, n. 48), p. 313. See L. Vroegindeweij, ‘De anthropologie der 
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ing this Arminian view was articulated at the Conference held at The 
Hague in 1611 and has been cited above.? At The Hague this view was 
supported by Johannes Uytenbogaert, Adrianus Bor, Nicolaus Grevin- 
choven, Johannes Arnoldus (Corvinus), Eduard Poppius, and Simon 
Episcopius. 

In this context the Church Classis of Walcheren also referred to the 
Conference of The Hague in a letter to foreign theologians.** In his reply 
to this Walcheren letter Caspar Barlaeus addressed this issue and Bar- 
laeus's discussion itself was subsequently mentioned by a few delega- 
tions at the Synod of Dordrecht.? According to Barlaeus, prior to the 
Fall the human will had no infused good habits. The reason is that God 
desired Adams obedience to be completely free.?? Barlaeus, however, did 
not want to deny that when a sinner is regenerated the will does acquire 
“habits of virtues.” But if anyone denied the latter too, this did not amount 
to a heretical position according to Barlaeus. Philosophers and theolo- 
gians had for centuries been debating about the question “whether the 
virtues of moral habits are subjectively in the will or in the sensitive 
desire (Utrum virtutes sive morales habitus subjective sint in voluntate, an 
in appetitu sensitivo).’ Barlaeus doubted whether any theologian would 
be able to mention a biblical text that could unambiguously prove that 
"moral habits are subjectively in the will"?! 


Nederlandse belijdenisgeschriften; in Waarheid, wijsheid en leven. Een bundel studiën 
opgedragen aan Prof. Dr. J. Severijn, ed. H.A. van Bemmel et al. (Kampen, 1956), pp. 186- 
202, there pp. 190-191. 

87 See above, footnote 81. Cf. references by the delegations from Hesse (Handelingen, 
p. 487; Acta, 2: 187), Emden (Handelingen, pp. 517, 524; Acta, 2: 226, 235), and Groningen 
(Handelingen, p. 823; Acta, 3: 280). The same passage is the one meant by delegations who 
referred to the Dutch edition (Schriftelicke conferentie [see above, n. 19], p. 250), that 
is, the Dutch professors (Handelingen, p. 768, Acta, 3: 213), delegations from Zeeland 
(Handelingen, p. 798; Acta, 3: 251), and Utrecht (Handelingen, p. 805; Acta, 3: 258-259). 
The articuli published by De Groot, 'Stukken' (see above, n. 18), 158, refer to the same 
view articulated in the papers of the Conference of The Hague. 

88 The Walcheren letter is printed in [Barlaeus], Epistola (see above, n. 61), pp. 115- 
133, there p. 122. 

8° See references to [Barlaeus], Epistola (see above, n. 61), pp. 56-57, by the Emden 
delegation (Handelingen, p. 524; Acta, 2: 235), Zeeland delegation (Handelingen, p. 798; 
Acta, 3: 251), and the Dutch professors (Handelingen, p. 768; Acta, 3: 213). 

°° [Barlaeus], Epistola (see above, n. 61), pp. 56-57: "Etenim cum ab Adamo Deus obe- 
dientiam exegerit libera voluntate praestandam, inconveniens futurum fuisse opinamur, 
si ipsum obedientiae habitum in voluntatem infudisset, quod tamen habitu scientiae et 
affectuum sanctitate, sine quibus obedientiam primitus praestari vix possibile erat, affir- 
mare, videtur convenientissimum.” 

?! [Barlaeus], Epistola (see above, n. 61), p. 57. Cf. for instance Thomas Aquinas, 
Summa theologiae 1—2.56.6, in Opera omnia, vol. 6 (Rome, 1891), pp. 361-362 ("Utrum 
voluntas possit esse subiectum virtutis"). 
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This Arminian view of a created human will that lacked any gifts of 
righteousness was linked by the Emden delegation to the Jesuit’ doctrine 
ofa creation of humankind “in pure nature (in puris naturalibus)??? This 
reference can be understood in the light of a statement made by the Jesuit 
theologian Luis de Molina: 


... human nature after sin is correctly said to be deprived of the supernat- 
ural gifts that it had in Adam; but if it had been created in [the state of] 
pure nature, it would not be said to be deprived of these gifts, because it 
would never have had these before.?? 


This quotation shows that, at least in Molina’s perspective, the state 
of pure nature is understood as lacking supernatural gifts of integrity. 
However, this quote also makes clear that according to Molina humans 
actually were not created in a status of mere nature, but were adorned 
with "supernatural gifts? Although Molina admitted that the actual state 
of the human will since the Fall does not differ from a hypothetical 
state in ‘pure nature,” the Jesuit theologian did not go as far as the 


?? Emden delegation (Handelingen, p. 524; Acta, 2: 236): "Falsum itaque figmentum 
Iesuitarum est, cum quibus Remonstrantes consentire videntur, hominem in puris nat- 
uralibus conditum, justitiam deinde superinfusam esse: hanc ut donum supernaturale 
amissam, naturalibus relictis" On “pure nature,’ see e.g. Karim Schelkens/Marcel Gielis, 
‘From Driedo to Bellarmine. The Concept of Pure Nature in the 16th Century, Augustini- 
ana 57 (2007), 425-448; M.W.F. Stone, ‘Michael Baius (1513-1589) and the Debate on 
“Pure Nature”: Grace and Moral Agency in Sixteenth-Century Scholasticism; in Moral 
Philosophy on the Threshold of Modernity, ed. Jill Kraye and Risto Saarinen (Dordrecht, 
2005), pp. 51-90; Henri Rondet, ‘Le probléme de la nature pure et la théologie du XVIe 
siècle, Recherches de science religieuse 35 (1948), 481-521. 

35 Ludovicus de Molina, Liberi arbitrii cum gratiae donis, divina praescientia, providen- 
tia, praedestinatione et reprobatione concordia 14.13.35, ed. Iohannes Rabeneck (Oniae/ 
Madrid, 1953), p. 21: "Quare natura humana post peccatum recte dicitur spoliata donis 
supernaturalis quae habebat in Adamo; condita vero in puris naturalibus non diceretur 
spoliata eisdem donis, cum ea numquam antea habuisset” I owe this reference to Mel- 
chior Leydecker, De historia Jansenismi libri VI, quibus de Cornelii Jansenii vita et morte, 
nec non de ipsius et sequacium dogmatibus disseritur (Utrecht, 1695), p. 365 (in a docu- 
ment ascribed to Pope Paul V). 

?* See also Molina, Concordia 14.16.2, ed. Rabeneck (see above, n. 93), pp. 91- 
92: "Cum autem disputatione 3 ostensum sit pares easdemque esse arbitrii vires, sive 
spectetur in statu naturae corruptae seclusis auxiliis ac donis sive in puris naturalibus, 
necesse non erit miscere sermonem de eo in puris naturalibus, quoniam quae dicentur 
de statu naturae corruptae secluso quocumque particulari auxilio similiter intelligenda 
sunt de statu hominis in puris naturalibus considerati? Cf. Concordia 14.19.3.3, pp. 108- 
109: "Tertia, quoniam liberum arbitrium, ut disputatione tertia est ostensum, easdem 
prorsus vires habet in statu naturae lapsae quas habuisset, si homo esset conditus in 
statu mere naturali ad finem solum naturalem Deusque statuisset nullum particulare 
auxilium illi conferre; denique easdem vires habet quas haberet, si Deus talem illum 
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Arminians at the Conference of The Hague. Citing the Councils of Trent 
(1547) and Orange (529), Molina admitted that the human will has been 
“weakened” and “diminished” since the Fall.” Arminians, in other words, 
had a more optimistic view about the current integrity of the human will 
than Molina. 

The Synod, in contrast, re-affirmed that there was an inherent righ- 
teousness given to the will when humans were created, but this righ- 
teousness has been lost since the Fall. This difference between the Synod 
and the Remonstrants is profound. According to the Arminians the 
human will, of all mental faculties, is least affected by sin and does 
not really need to be repaired.” The North Holland delegation noted 
that this was at odds with what Arminians said in the Remonstrance 
of 1610. In that document Arminians spoke about the need for a total 
renewal of the human being, his will included.” Arminius had made 
similar statements.?? This was, of course, a position to which Reformed 


condidisset qualem Philosophi naturales esse crediderunt qualemque sola naturalis et 
moralis philosophia considerat" Both texts are referred to in Leydecker, Historia (see 
above, n. 93), pp. 365-366. 

?5 Molina, Concordia 14.13.8, ed. Rabeneck (see above, n. 93), p. 22: "Atque hinc etiam 
emanavit dictum illud: hominem per peccatum spoliatum esse gratuitis et vulneratum 
fuisse in naturalibus liberumque arbitrium per peccatum non fuisse quidem extinctum, 
at fuisse attenuatum et inclinatum imminutamque fuisse libertatem illius, ut Concilium 
Tridentinum sess. 6 cap. 1 et Arausicanum canone primo affirmant. Loquuntur namque 
comparatione virium quas liberum arbitrium habebat in statu innocentiae ex praesentia 
iustitiae originalis, non vero comparatione virium quas habuisset, si homo in puris 
naturalibus esset conditus? For the text of the Council of Trent, also cited by e.g. 
Martin Becanus, Theologia scholastica, pars secunda, 2 parts (Duaci, 1627), 1: 55, see 
Peter Hünermann, ed., Heinrich Denzinger, Kompendium der Glaubensbekenntnisse und 
kirchlichen Lehrentscheidungen, 37st ed. (Freiburg, 1991), p. 503 (No. 1521; session 6, c. 1). 
For the second Council of Orange, see ibid., p. 179 (No. 378, canon 8). 

% But see Handelingen, p. 844 (Acta, 3: 305), where the Walloon delegation summa- 
rized the Arminian view as referring to a "supernatural power awarded to the will (vol- 
untati concessam supernaturalem potentiam)" 

9 Handelingen, p. 788; Acta, 3: 239: one of the areas in which Arminans contradicted 
themselves was "in eo quod hoc tertio Articulo ponunt, necessarium esse, ut homo 
per Spiritum S. regeneretur, et renovetur, Mente, affectibus, seu voluntate, et omnibus 
facultatibus? Cf. Hoenderdaal, ‘Remonstrantie en Contraremonstrantie (see above, n. 3), 
P. 74. 

°8 Muller, ‘Priority of the Intellect; p. 65, cites passages from Arminius’s Declaration of 
Sentiments (in James Nichols and William Nichols, trans., The Works of James Arminius, 
3 vols. (London, 1825-1875), 1: 595-596; also in G.J. Hoenderdaal, ed., Verklaring van 
Jacobus Arminius afgelegd in de vergadering van de Staten van Holland op 30 oktober 1608 
(Lochem, 1960), pp. 112-113), and Arminiuss Letter to Hippolytus a Collibus (in Nichols, 
trans., The Works of James Arminius, 2: 700). 
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orthodoxy could have no objections. As the Synod noted, however, else- 
where the view was articulated that whereas the human intellect and 
affections need to be renewed in regeneration,” the will never had any 
gifts that could be lost and needed to be restored by grace. In this view, 
wrong choices of the will are attributed to the influence that a sinful 
intellect and sinful affections exert on the will.! This evidence con- 
cerning later Arminianism is well compatible with one of the conclu- 
sions that Richard Muller drew with respect to Jacob Arminius himself: 
^... Arminius consistently placed the problematic character of the fallen 
intellect and its need for proper illumination at the forefront of the dis- 
cussion.” !°! Obviously, in the Remonstrant texts quoted by the Synod, the 
will in itself was not the real problem. It was only indirectly influenced 
by sin, namely by the misinformation or false guidance provided by the 
intellect. This constitutes the second major disagreement concerning the 
will. 


(3) A third factor, indicating the power attributed to the will, is the issue 
of resistibility of God's grace. The Arminian will can resist God's grace. 
The Arminian intellect, however, cannot resist. The Utrecht delegation 
noted that according to Episcopius the Arminian intellect “is irresistibly 
illuminated” when confronted with biblical revelation or preaching.!” 
This view reminded the Utrecht delegates of an axiom supported by 
Arminians at the conference in The Hague, that "the intellect cannot 
withstand simple awareness (intellectus simplicem notitiam evitare non 


?? E.g. Zeeland delegation (Handelingen, p. 798; Acta, 3: 251). The Utrecht delegation, 
however, defined the Arminian regeneration as a regeneration of the human intellect; see 
Handelingen, p. 802; Acta, 3: 255. 

100 E g. Handelingen, pp. 843-844; Acta, 3: 303. 

101 Muller, ‘Priority of the Intellect; p. 71. 

102 Utrecht delegation (Handelingen, p. 802; Acta, 3: 255). The delegation referred to 
Episcopius’s public disputation on the perspicuity of Scripture, thesis 3; in his Opera (see 
above, n. 65), pars 2, 391a: "Legentes igitur et audientes, quibus perspicua Scriptura est, 
non eos tantum statuimus, qui peculiari quadam et immediata luce interius collustrati 
sunt, aut qui sibi ipsis hujusmodi luce et judicio donati ac praediti soli videntur; sed omnes 
in universum, quicunque et qualescunque tandem esse possint, summae, mediae, infimae 
sortis homines, in quibus, vel dictamen naturalis rationis et judicij aut omnino obliter- 
atum non est, aut saltem non enormiter vitiatum; vel in quibus supina aut voluntaria 
quaedam negligentia, manifesta inadvertentia, praejudicata sententia, aut dedita militia 
locum non habet? 
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potest)? Other delegates made similar comments.'™ The evidence, 
however, is not completely unanimous, for the Utrecht delegation on the 
other hand noted a passage in which Arminians seemed to claim that the 
intellect, too, is able to resist. ^ The Arminian will, in any case, has the 
ability to resist God's grace. In light of the power that is thus accorded to 
the will, it is not surprising to find that several delegations accused the 
Arminians of attempting to bolster human free will. 1°% 


c. Affections 


The Synod indicated much less disagreement over the sinful status of 
the affections, the third component of the soul, after the Fall." The 


103 Utrecht delegation (Handelingen, p. 802; Acta, 3: 255), referring to Schriftelicke 
conferentie (see above, n. 19), 230, and to Petrus Bertius, ed., Scripta adversaria (see above, 
n. 19), p. 256: “... irresistibilem quandam vim Spiritus agnoscamus, tum in intellectu, 
quum Deus intellectum illuminans voluntatem suam patefacit: neque enim fieri potest ut 
intellectus simplicem scientiam evitet: tum in corde, quando is corda nostra pulsat. Sive 
enim velimus, sive nolimus, non possumus non illud sentire? (cf. Brand, ed., Collatio [see 
above, n. 19], p. 273). 

104 Palatinate delegation (Handelingen, pp. 481-482; Acta, 2: 180: "Illuminationem 
irresistibilem esse ipsimet fatentur Remonstrantes, quando virtute plane irresistibili 
scientiam hominibus ingenerari docent”). 

105 Utrecht delegation (Handelingen, pp. 803; Acta, 3: 256), referring to Schriftelicke 
conferentie (see above, n. 19), p. 268, and to Bertius's Scripta adversaria (see above, n. 19), 
p. 300: "Ioan. XIV.17 Agitur de infidelibus et impiis hominibus, qui Spiritum veritatis non 
possunt accipere, hoc est, vere et ex animo adstipulari Spiritui docenti veritatem, quem 
ille Apostolis promittit, quia eum ipsi neque vident, neque norunt, ut qui tantum ament 
ac norint ea quae sibi placent, quaeque non pugnant adversus ipsorum cupiditatem, 
sicut facit hic Spiritus, qui docturus est veritatem, ad quam caeci essent et obtenebrati 
mentibus" (cf. Brand, ed., Collatio [see above, n. 19], p. 320). 

106 Palatinate delegation (Handelingen, pp. 482-483; Acta, 2: 181); North Holland dele- 
gation (Handelingen, p. 790; Acta, 3: 241); Utrecht delegation (Handelingen, p. 807; Acta, 
3:261); Emden delegation (Handelingen, p. 520; Acta, 2: 231), referring to "Remonstr. pag. 
273, ubi dicunt, mentem nostrum ipsum scire effugere non posse, sed velit nolit, cogatur 
illud cognoscere? See Brand, ed., Collatio (see above, n. 19), p. 273: ^... irresistibilem 
Spiritus Sancti virtutem in mente nostra agnoscamus, quando Deus nobis voluntatem 
suam patefacit, quoniam mens ipsum scire non potest effugere, et in animo nostro, quando 
illum pulsat. Quia velimus, nolimus, cogimur illud sentire? 

107 See, however, the letter of the Walcheren ministers, in [Barlaeus], Epistola (see 
above, n. 61), p. 121: *... Affectus denique inclinationem ataxiai quidem, non tamen 
perversitate ad scelera quaelibet instigante hominem laborare ...? The Walcheren min- 
isters referred to those Remonstrants "quibus displicet hominem in odium Dei et prox- 
imi natura proclivem statui" (ibid., p. 123). Cf. the Remonstrants' plea for adapting the 
statement of the Heidelberg Catechism that "I am inclined by nature to hate God and my 
neighbour (Natura enim propensus sum ad odium Dei et proximi)" (question 5; Bakhuizen 
van den Brink, ed., Belijdenisgeschriften, [see above, n. 4], p. 156), in their Acta et scripta 
synodalia (see above, n. 14), p. 104: "Num verba haec, Natura propensus sum etc. omitti 
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South Holland delegation, however, saw reason to state that human 
affections cannot, on their own, make humans suitable for receiving grace 
or produce true repentance that originates from the fear of God.!9? The 
same delegation also rejected the view "that after the Fall no infusion of 
holiness takes place in the affections”! The Emden delegation denied 
that the “common grace of illumination" of the intellect is sufficient to 
"renew" the heart and affections.'!° This rebuttal, however, aims at the 
Arminian view of the intellect rather than of the affections. 


Conclusions 


This brief survey of anthropological positions of Arminians and Contra- 
Remonstrants leads to a few further considerations. First of all, at the 
Synod of Dordt and in the discussions surrounding it, anthropology 
was a religious, a decidedly Christian, anthropology, that is to say: sin 
and grace are the realities from which the human being, including his 
intellect, will and affections, is approached, and by which the human 
soul is characterized. Those delegations who adopted the classical tri- 
partition of the soul in intellect, will, and affections may, by so doing 
so, have integrated a view that had been articulated by philosophers, 
yet innocence, sin, and grace were the decisive realities from which they 
understood these three powers of the human soul. 

In the second place, if the question is asked whether there was a 
pattern pervading the specific disagreements that the Synod identified, 
the answer can be that the rejected Arminian positions represented a 
more optimistic view of the human being as less weakened by sin and 
better equipped to acquire grace. The Synod addressed an anthropology 
in which the human being was considered capable of understanding the 
Bible concerning matters of salvation as well as of making good use of 
natural light and thus of receiving additional grace; he was considered 
able to choose good or evil, and to reject or accept grace. The Synod on the 
other hand argued that the human being is spiritually blind and dead, and 
it expected regeneration from God's irresistible grace alone (the human 


vel saltem in gratiam infirmiorum aliqua ratione emolliri praestet, aut Scripturae phrases 
substitui, licet haec ipsa commode explicata nihil in se falsitatis contineant utut durius- 
cula nonnullis videri possint? 

108 Handelingen, p. 781; Acta, 3: 229-230. 

1? Handelingen, p. 785; Acta, 3: 235. 

110 Handelingen, p. 521; Acta, 2: 232. 
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being in the first instance being *merely passive"!!!). The controversy of 
Dordt was not a mere misunderstanding, but a real disagreement over 
anthropology and the grace of God. 

The previous discussion of how the Synod perceived Arminian anthro- 
pology also suggests that the human will was central to Arminianism. 
Although the intellect is attributed by Episcopius an ability to understand 
supernatural revelation without supernatural assistance, and although 
several Arminians consider natural light as making possible a first step 
for humans towards acquiring grace, the will is still the faculty least 
affected by sin since it did not lose original gifts of righteousness, and the 
will is also more powerful (it can resist, whereas the intellect —according 
to several Arminians—cannot).!'? It is, therefore, plausible to conclude 
that the Arminian anthropology was not primarily rationalist, but first 
and foremost an anthropology that focused on responsibility and choice. 
The Synod argued that the Arminian insistence on human will and free 
choice could not be combined with the profession of God's sovereignty 
and, as we have seen, the Synod also disagreed with the optimistic anthro- 
pological premises. 

In Arminian anthropology, as the Synod read it, the human will was 
central. It may be worthwhile to return, finally, to Fierings observation 
on the relationship between Arminianism and intellectualism. Perhaps 
the claim can be made that inherent in Arminianism is a certain impetus 
toward shifting the focus to human reason. According to the Arminian 


111 Palatinate delegation (Handelingen, p. 480; Acta, 2: 178: "... in prima illa gratia 
homo se habet mere passive, ut subjectum patiens, et in se recipiens, substratus Spiritui 
S. regeneranti ...”); Hesse delegation (Handelingen, p. 489; Acta, 2: 190: "Voluntas itaque 
hominis ad qualitates seu facultates et vires supernaturales nec non ad inclinations novas 
recipiendas, habet se mere passive ..."); Swiss delegation (Handelingen, p. 491; Acta, 2: 
193: "Voluntas humana in conversionis initio habet se mere passive ..."); Nassau and 
Wetteravia delegation (Handelingen, p. 496; Acta, 2: 200: "Unde colligere est, hominem 
in prima hac conversione se habere mere passive ..."); Emden delegation (Handelingen, 


p. 527; Acta, 2: 240: “... concludimus, hominem ad primam sui conversionem nihil con- 
ferre, sed habere se mere passive ..."; cf. Handelingen, p. 512; Acta, 2: 220); S. Lubbertus 
(Handelingen, p. 772; Acta, 3: 217: “... sequitur hominem in huius primae gratiae recep- 


tione se habere mere passive, neque huic primae gratiae cooperari posse"); Groningen 
delegation (Handelingen, p. 823; Acta, 3: 280: "mere passive"; Handelingen, p. 826; Acta, 
3: 283: "[homo] subjectum est mere passivum in manu Dei regenerantis.”). Cf. British 
delegation (Handelingen, p. 473; Acta, 2: 169-170, there 169: “Ad hoc ipsum opus regen- 
erationis habet se homo passive ..."; Milton, ed., British Delegation [see above, n. 48], 
p. 257). 

12 Emden delegation (Handelingen, p. 520; Acta, 2: 231, with reference to Brand, ed., 
Collatio (see above, n. 19), p. 273); Utrecht delegation (Handelingen, pp. 802-803; Acta, 
3: 255-256). 
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viewpoint, the will is—while being decisive—not the main problem. At 
least it did not lose gifts at the Fall. This can, on the one hand, explain the 
central focus on the human will and its decisions. On the other hand, 
however, it can be argued that the main obstacle for a human beings 
salvation is located in the intellect, given the intellects leading role in 
providing the will with correct information. Several delegations cited the 
Arminian view that the renewal of the intellect (and of the affections) 
precedes new choices of the will.!? This might suggest that for Arminians 
it is all the more important to get the intellect right, and to focus on its 
improvement. 


15 Cf. the Emden delegation (Handelingen, p. 525; Acta, 2: 237, with reference); Hesse 
delegation (Handelingen, pp. 489—490; Acta, 2: 191, with reference); Zeeland delegation 
(Handelingen, 798; Acta, 3: 251 with reference); Walloon delegation (Handelingen, p. 844; 
Acta 3: 304). 


THE PETITIONS OF ‘A SUPPOSED PROPHETESSE: 
THE LUBECK LETTERS OF ANNA WALKER AND THEIR 
SIGNIFICANCE FOR THE SYNOD OF DORDT. 

A LINGUISTIC AND CONTEXTUAL ANALYSIS" 


JURGEN BEYER AND LEIGH T.I. PENMAN 


Wolgang Mayer! one of the Swiss delegates to the Synod of Dordt, 
mentions in his notes a strange incident that occurred on 18 November 
1618, that is to say, at the very beginning of the event: “This day came 
to Dordt a woman of Danish origin who lives in England, where her 
husband had died. She said that the Holy Spirit had ordered her to 
attend the Synod in order to give a true account of predestination, the 
conversion of the Jews and the Last Judgment. She was well-dressed and 
spoke sensibly.” 


* The original paper was delivered at the Dordt conference by Jürgen Beyer. Already at 
this stage, Leigh Penman had contributed many a piece of good advice to the manuscript. 
As work continued, we decided to write the article jointly, hopefully to be followed by a 
monograph on Anna Walker, including an edition of her writings. We are grateful to Fred 
van Lieburg (Amsterdam) for drawing our attention to the appearance of the prophetess 
at Dordt and for supplying us with copies of literature on this detail of the Synod. We 
would also like to acknowledge the support of: the Estonian Science Foundation (grant 
no. 6211); the Targeted Financing Scheme SFo180040so8 of the Estonian Ministry of 
Education and Research; the Marga and Kurt Móllgaard Foundation, which funded a 
lengthy stay for Jürgen Beyer at the Herzog August Bibliothek in Wolfenbüttel, and the 
Günther-Findel-Stiftung zur Fórderung der Wissenschaften, which funded a research 
stay for Leigh Penman at the same institution. 

! The name appears in many variants, “Wolfgang”, “Wolffgangus” or “Wolgang(us)” 
and *Maierus “Mayer” or "Meyer(us) On Mayer, who was pastor and professor in 
Basle and lived from 1577 to 1653, cf. Matthias Graf, ed., Beytráge zur Kenntnifi der 
Geschichte der Synode von Dordrecht. Aus Doktor Wolgang Meyers und Antistes Johann 
Jakob Breitingers Papieren gezogen (Basle, 1825), pp. 193-196; Heinrich Türler et al., 
eds., Historisch-biographisches Lexikon der Schweiz (Neuchatel, 1929), 5: 98; Hans Georg 
Wackernagel, Marc Sieber, and Hans Sutter, Die Matrikel der Universitát Basel (Basle, 
1956), 2: 413. 

2 Graf, Beytráge (see above, n. 1), p. 55: "Item kam diesen Tag ein Weib aus Dän- 
nemark bürtig und in England wohnhaft, da ihr der Mann gestorben, gen Dordrecht, 
mit Vermelden, der heilige Geist hab ihr befohlen, auf den Synodum zu ziehen, und von 
der Prádestination, von der Bekehrung der Juden und dem jüngsten Gericht eigentlichen 
Bericht zu geben; war wohl bekleidet und redete vernünftig? 
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Two days later he mentions the woman again in a letter to the Mayor 
and the Town Council of Basle: "In other news, around this same time a 
woman, who claims to be a prophetess, arrived from England, although 
she is of Danish origin. She pretends the Holy Spirit has sent her here to 
iron out the disagreements in the Low Countries, and to give to the world 
a thorough account of predestination, of the conversion (Berüffung) of 
the Jews, and of the Last Judgment. She goes from one gentleman to 
another, demands to be heard by the Synod, and has even submitted 
a petition to this end. Otherwise she speaks rather sensibly of several 
things, but there is no doubt that she will be refused admittance.” 

The Synod itself does not seem to have discussed this womans petition, 
nor was the document archived. Although the prophetess went "from 
one gentleman to another somewhat remarkably, Mayer appears to 
have been the only delegate to mention her.* Interestingly, another event 
of prophetic significance, the fiery and portentous comet of December 
1618, was remarked upon not only by Mayer in another letter concerning 
the events of the Synod, but also by several different observers.? Yet given 
that the Synod of Dordt is not really renowned for its tolerant attitude 
towards dissenting opinions, we should perhaps not be too surprised that 
the theologians showed little interest in this prophetess. In any case, it is 
rather difficult to write an essay about this female spectator of the Synod, 
since Mayer does not even mention her name. 


3 H[endrik] Kaajan, De pro-acta der Dordtsche Synode in 1618 [diss. VU Amsterdam] 
(Rotterdam, 1914), p. 14: "Sunst ist diser tagen ein weib, so sich fir ein Prophetin auszgibt, 
ausz Engelland herkommen, welche aber ausz Danmarck birtig, die gibt fir, der H. Geist 
habe sie hiehar gesendet, diese streittigkeitten in Niderland richtig zumachen und von der 
Gnadenwahl, von der Berüffung der Juden und von dem Jingsten Gericht gruntlichen 
bericht der welt zuthun. Sie geht von einem Herren zum andern, begehret vor dem 
Synodo angehóret zuwerden, hatt zu dem end ein Supplication ubergeben: Redet sunsten 
von allerhand sachen gantz vernünftig: wirt aber zweiffels ohn abgewisen werden.” The 
letter was written jointly with Sebastian Beck. 

^ Some Dutch scholars have mentioned the Dordt prophetess but without providing 
any information beyond the passages already quoted from Mayer (Kaajan, De pro- 
acta (see above, n. 3), pp. 13-14; Idem, De Groote Synode van Dordrecht in 1618- 
1619 (Amsterdam, [1918]), p. 67; A[rie] Th[eodorus] van Deursen, Mensen van klein 
vermogen. Het kopergeld van de Gouden Eeuw (Amsterdam, 1991), p. 286; Fred van 
Lieburg, De Dordtse Synode 1618-1619 [Verhalen van Dordrecht 1] (Papendrecht, 2004), 
p. 16). At the Dordt conference in 2006, some scholars mentioned manuscripts which 
had escaped Kaajan’s attention. We did not have an opportunity to consult this material 
while preparing the present article. 

5 Kaajan, De pro-acta (see above, n. 3), pp. 13-14, with quotations from five different 
sources. 
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The same woman, however, might have appeared in Copenhagen a 
short while later, in the year 1620. In his Danish church history of 
1747, Erich Pontoppidan writes: “The anonymous author of a manuscript 
dealing with matters concerning Copenhagen, mentions that in this same 
year [1620], a woman by the name of Anna Brusch had predicted that the 
King would die within a few months, and, soon after that, the end of the 
world would follow. She had been in England for some time, and might 
have brought the prophetic spirit along with her from there. Since this 
poor woman had been so imprudent to specify an unusually early date 
for the fulfillment of her predictions, her reputation did not endure very 
long. Because she had mentioned the death of the King, she was put into 
prison, where she died.” 

Again, this glib account is not much to write an essay about, since we 
so far have not found any additional sources about this Anna Brusch’s 
stay in Copenhagen.’ Indeed, no records of Danish court activities from 
the year 1620 seem to have survived, which makes tracing her fate a 
difficult proposition.? Provided that we are dealing with the same woman 
at all, her prophetic message might have changed in the period between 
the events of Dordt and Copenhagen. In Dordt, she preached about 
predestination, the conversion of the Jews and the Last Judgment. In 
Copenhagen, it is only the last of these aspects—the end of the world— 
that finds mention. 

Yet the accounts of both Mayer and Pontoppidan contain valuable and 
suggestive clues that point to a connection between the two incidents 


$ Erich Pontoppidan, ANNALES ECCLESLE DANICA DIPLOMATICI Oder nach 
Ordnung der Jahre abgefassete und mit Urkunden belegte Kirchen-Historie Des Reichs 
Düánnemarck ... (Copenhagen, 1747), 3: 724: "Imgleichen gedencket Auctor Anonymus 
eines M[anu]s[crip]ti von Kopenhagenschen Sachen, daß hieselbst in diesem Jahr eine 
Frau, Nahmens Anna Brusch, welche eine Zeitlang in Engelland gewesen, und etwa von 
dannen den prophetischen Geist mitgebracht haben móchte, des Kónigs Todt innerhalb 
wenig Monathen, und bald darauf das Ende der Welt verkündiget. Da nun dieses arme 
Weib so unvorsichtig gewesen, den Terminum ungewóhnlich kurtz zu setzen, konte sie 
nicht lange im Credit bleiben, und ward, weil sie den Todt des Kónigs mit eingemischet, 
ins Zucht-Hauf gesetzt, woselbst sie ihr Leben beschlossen? The marginal notation to 
this paragraph reads: “Eine Prophetin bestrafft^ 

7 In an index to one of Pontoppidan’s notebooks there is a mention under the year 
1620 of “En Spaa-Kone" (‘a prophetess’), referring to p. 243 in the author's quarto 
"Codd. Hafn? [i. e. Codices Hafnienses, ‘Copenhagen manuscripts] (Copenhagen, Det 
Kongelige Bibliotek, MS Thott 1579, 4°, not paginated). Unfortunately, it has not yet been 
possible to trace this particular source. 

8 Cf. Danske Domme 1375-1662. De private domssamlinger, 8 vols., ed. Erik Reitzel- 
Nielsen and Ole Fenger (Copenhagen, 1978-1987); Kongens retterting, 2 vols., ed. Ditlev 
Tamm (Copenhagen, 2003). 
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that they describe. Both men, for example, mention that their respective 
prophetess had spent time in England. Also, Mayer states explicitly, and 
Pontoppidan relates by inference, that both women were either Danish, 
or had been born in Denmark. 

Following these brief reports, we decided to look for any mention of 
a prophetess named Anne or Anna, who was active in England, the Low 
Countries, or Denmark in the period before 1620. While we have so far 
found nothing conclusive in either the Low Countries or Denmark, an 
investigation of English records produced some interesting results. 

The church records of Westminster, for example, reveal that in 1617/ 
18, a payment of five shillings was granted to a certain “Anne Walker[,] a 
supposed Prophetesse at the vestry Table" in the parish church of St. Mar- 
tin in the Fields, Westminster.? While the surname of this prophetess dif- 
fers dramatically from the expected "Brusch; that this Anne Walker evi- 
dently called herself a “Prophetesse” certainly accords with the behaviour 
of the confident but unnamed woman in Dordt in 1618, and indeed of 
Anna Brusch in Copenhagen in 1620. 

While scouring catalogues for any further mentions of this Anne 
Walker, we found an additional manuscript that offered the key to this 
mystery. In London around 1607, the same woman, this time identifying 
herselfas Anna Walker, sent a lavish devotional work entitled A SWEETE 
SAVOR for Woman, to the consort of king James I of England, the Danish- 
born queen Anne.!° On the final leaf of this manuscript, Walker provides 
crucial biographical information, declaring that she was "Daughter off 
geors busch, born in kopenhagen vpon the holm, in peter munckss 
houss, now ritsch amrall in denmarck?!! Anna Busch—or Brusch, as 
Pontoppidan mistakenly called her—was, therefore, none other than the 
prophetess Anna Walker. 


? Westminster, Archives Centre, MS F2 vol. 2, fol. 289. The payment is mentioned in 
J[ulia] F. Merritt, The Social World of Early-Modern Westminster. Abbey, Court and Com- 
munity 1525-1640 (Manchester, 2005), p. 331. We are grateful to the author for providing 
this information, as well as to Anthony Milton (Sheffield) for alerting us to this incident. 

10 London, British Library, MS Egerton 1043: ‘A SWEETE SAVOR for Woman, com- 
posed of the flowers of the Holy Schripture, for the most worthy amongst women, 
Anna the Queene, by hur handmaide A[nna] W[alker]? This manuscript only came to 
our notice shortly before the present article was sent to press. We hope to include a 
detailed study of this exceptionally interesting work in the monograph announced in 
the first footnote. Note that while Jens Engberg, Kilder til dansk historie i engelske arkiver 
(Copenhagen, 1968), pp. 113-117, lists several Egerton manuscripts, he does not men- 
tion no. 1043. 

!! For the quotation see Suzanne Trill, “The First Sermon in English by a Woman 
Writer?’ Notes and Queries 47 (2000), 470-473, there 472; Idem., ‘A Feminist Critic in the 
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The information contained in the London manuscript provides a few 
key insights into the familial background of the prophetess. Walker's 
father, “geors busch”! is better known under the Danish variant of his 
name, Jorgen Busk. In contemporary records, Busk is mentioned as a 
naval commander in the service of the Danish royalty between 1563 
and 1 August 1576, apparently the year of his death. He travelled 
repeatedly to Germany, seeking recruits for the navy. We might speculate 
that Walker moved to Lübeck (see below) following her father's death, 
possibly in the company of her mother, who might have been of German 
origin. 

The Holm (also Bremerholm), upon which Walker claimed to have 
been born, used to be an island in Copenhagen. Some decades earlier 
the waters separating it from the rest of the town had been filled in, 
and the area then served as naval base. The nobleman Peder Munk 
(1534-1623)!4 became admiral of the realm (“ritsch amrall? Danish: 
rigsadmiral) in 1576, by which time he had already been commander- 
in-chief of the Danish navy for several years. Prior to 1576, the last year 
we have any record of Busk, Munk seems to have only owned one house 
on Bremerholm. He had apparently purchased it shortly after the former 
owners death c. 1567, and retained the property until 16 January 1574.? 
This suggests that Walker herself was born between 1567 and 1574. 
Amongst other duties, Munk commanded the squadron which was to 
bring the future queen Anne of England from Denmark to Scotland, but 
was ultimately driven to Norway by a storm. The following year he could 
deliver both her and her husband, king James VI, safely to Edinburgh. 
Anna Walker therefore had good reason to mention that she had been 
born in Peder Munk’s house in her communication to queen Anne. 


Archives. Reading Anna Walker's A Sweete Savor for Woman (c. 1606); Womens Writing 
9 (2002), 199-214, there 202. The two articles render the quotation here presented with 
significant variations. We follow the later article. 

12 The proper English version would of course be ‘George Bush? On early-modern 
namesakes of well-known politicians, cf. Jürgen Beyer, Jürgen und der Ewige Jude. Ein 
lebender Heiliger wird unsterblich; Arv. Nordic Yearbook of Folklore 64 (2008), 125-140, 
there 131. 

13 Kjøbenhavns Diplomatarium ..., ed. O. Nielsen (Copenhagen, 1874), 2: 370; H[ans] 
D[aniel] Lind, Fra Kong Frederik den Andens Tid. Bidrag til den dansk-norske Somagts 
Historie 1559-1588 (Copenhagen, 1902), p. 299. 

14 Steffen Heiberg, ‘Munk, Peder; in Dansk biografisk leksikon, 3rd ed. (Copenhagen, 
1982), 10: 126-127. 

13 H[olger] U[tke] Ramsing, Københavns Egendomme 1377-1728 ... (Copenhagen, 
1943), 1: 109; cf. also pp. 79, 104-105, for houses Munk lived in at a later stage. 
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To return to the prophetess herself, Walker's surname—evidently in- 
herited through marriage to an Englishman—can be taken to be epithet- 
ical. For this well-travelled woman not only left behind evidence of her 
extensive prophetic wanderings in the archives of England, at the events 
of Dordt and in Copenhagen. We have also discovered evidence of her 
travels elsewhere; namely in northern Germany in 1616. 

The sources we have found concerning Walkers presence in Lübeck 
confirm, and in broad strokes expand upon, the biographical details 
already known to us from Mayer and Pontoppidan, and Walkers own 
A SWEETE SAVOR. 'Ihey reveal, for example, that Walker was born in 
Denmark, had grown up in Lübeck, then moved back to Denmark, lived 
and married in England, and had also lived for some time in the Low 
Countries. Read in conjunction with the information provided in the 
account of Mayer, these sources confirm that the unnamed prophetess at 
theSynod of Dordt was Anna Walker: a woman of Danish extraction who 
had been sent from England by the Holy Spirit to attend the disputations. 

The present essay is devoted to giving an account of Anna Walker's visit 
to Lübeck in 1616, and its implications for her appearance at the Synod of 
Dordt. It is roughly divided into three parts. The first comprises a lexical 
and orthographical analysis of the sources relevant to the incident; a 
series of letters written to local authorities by the prophetess herself. This 
analysis details the unusual nature of Walker's style, as well as her peculiar 
method of composition, a distinct product of the interlocking influence 
of several different linguistic cultures. The second part is devoted to an 
analysis ofthe teachings and ideas contained in Walker's Lübeck writings. 
In these texts, Walker propounded a radical chiliasm that, similar to her 
language, betrays the influence of several interlocking sources, as well 
as evidence of Walker's own fertile and creative prophetic imagination. 
Thirdly and finally, we shall address the question of whether or not the 
prophecies and opinions she made in Lübeck in 1616 had anything to do 
with those that she propagated at the Synod of Dordt, scarcely two years 
later. 


The Lübeck Missives—Linguistic Observations 


The evidence preserved concerning Walker's presence in Lübeck consists 
of three rather long letters written by the prophetess herself. Both in 
terms of their form and their content, these letters are of significant 
interest. The first is addressed to the Lübeck Town Council (dated 6 
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August 1616); the second to the governing body of the Lübeck Clergy, 
the Geistliches Ministerium (dated 7 and 8 August 1616); and the third 
to Georg Stampelius, Superintendent of the Lutheran church in Lübeck 
(dated 15 August 1616).!^ The first of these letters is signed with the name 
"anna walcker,' the other two simply with “A: W:” or “A W? 

Concerning their present availability, all three of Walker's letters were 
printed in a complete form in a Lübeck church history that was edited and 
published in 1724 by Caspar Heinrich Starck.!” Starck’s book carefully 
indicated the specific folios of the original manuscript acts of the Lübeck 
Geistliches Ministerium upon which the letters might be found, but unfor- 
tunately, the volume in question has not yet been returned from the for- 
mer Soviet lands, where it was taken sometime during or after World 
War II.? We are therefore forced to rely on Starck's edition. When, in 
the following, we refer to Walker's letters, this should always be under- 
stood as meaning the texts as they were edited and printed in 1724. 

All three of Walkers letters were written in Low German. This is an 
interesting choice, and indeed for several reasons. In Lübeck in 1616, 
Low German was rapidly falling into disuse, at least as an official written 
language. It was, however, still employed to some extent during church 
services, and otherwise was the spoken language of choice. The switch 
from Low German to High German occurred throughout northern Ger- 
many in the course of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, albeit at 
varying rates. In most places, however, the movement began with social 


16 "This date is only given in Starck's account ofthe events (see below), not in the edition 
of the letter itself. 

17 Caspar. Henric. Starck, LUBECA LUTHERANO-EVANGELICA, das ist, der Kay- 
serlichen/ Freyen/ und des Heil. Rómischen Reichs Hanse- und Handel-Stadt Lübeck 
Kirchen-Historie ... (Hamburg, 1724), pp. 593-595 (Starck’s account of the events); 
pp. 720-721 (letter to the Town Council); pp. 721-727 (letter to the Geistliches Minis- 
terium); pp. 727-729 (letter to Stampelius). 

'8 Information kindly provided to the authors by Ulrich Simon of the Archiv der 
Hansestadt Lübeck on 13 March 2006. 

1? Pre-war indices do, indeed, mention Walker’s letters in vol. 1 of the records of the 
Geistliches Ministerium (Lübeck, Archiv der Hansestadt Lübeck, Geistliches Ministerium, 
vol. VI: INDEX AD ACTA MINIS[terii] ANNO 1684, p. 123; Findbuch 6.0-1 Geistliches 
Ministerium, Indices, Tomus I, no. 66-68). Some years ago, when writing an article about 
another Lübeck prophet, Jürgen Beyer located manuscripts in vol. 4 of the Geistliches 
Ministerium at exactly the pages specified by Starck (Jürgen Beyer, ‘A Lübeck Prophet 
in Local and Lutheran Context; in Popular Religion in Germany and Central Europe, 
1400-1800, ed. Bob Scribner and Trevor Johnson (Basingstoke, 1996), pp. 166-182, notes 
pp. 264-272. This article mentions our prophetess briefly on p. 179. A revised version will 
be published as chapter five in Jürgen Beyer, Lay Prophets in Lutheran Europe (c. 1550- 
1700) [Religious history and culture series 3] (Leiden, forthcoming)). 
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and educational elites who started to use High German in written com- 
munications. In order to be able to speak with the rest of the popula- 
tion, however, these elites maintained an active command of Low Ger- 
man until at least the nineteenth century.” Anna Walker probably had 
learnt Low German with the proficiency of a native speaker. She could 
have achieved this during her earlier residence at Lübeck, but also in 
Copenhagen. Unfortunately, we do not know anything about her mother. 
Her father, Jorgen Busk, might well have been a German Jürgen Busch. 
Additionally, Walker's family might have possessed German servants or 
neighbours, since Copenhagen at this time housed a sizeable population 
of Germans.?! As an employee of the navy, Walker's father could not do 
without Low German, which sailors on the Baltic Sea continued to use 
for centuries to come. 

The orthography employed in Walkers letters is idiosyncratic and 
differs significantly from the standards otherwise adhered to in Lübeck 
and the Baltic Sea region during the sixteenth and early seventeenth 
centuries. Starck’s edition must therefore have been based on Walker's 
original manuscript letters, or at least a relatively careful copy of them. 

In the texts, Walker consistently indicates the length ofa vowel by plac- 
ing an e behind it. For example: “genaemen” (High German: genommen; 
English: taken); “verloeser” (Erlöser: ‘saviour’ or ‘redeemer’); “rieke” 
(Reich: empire), and "füerig" (feurig: fiery’). Such a practice was com- 


20 Wilhelm Jannasch, Geschichte des lutherischen Gottesdienstes in Lübeck. Von den 
Anfüngen der Reformation bis zum Ende des Niedersáchsischen als gottesdienstlicher 
Sprache (1522-1633) (Gotha, 1928), pp. 137-154; Wilhelm Heinsohn, Das Eindringen 
der neuhochdeutschen Schriftsprache in Lübeck während des 16. und 17. Jahrhunderts 
[Veróffentlichungen zur Geschichte der Freien und Hansestadt Lübeck 12] (Lübeck, 
1933); Timothy Sodmann, ‘Die Verdrängung des Mittelniederdeutschen als Schreib- und 
Druckersprache Norddeutschlands; in Sprachgeschichte. Ein Handbuch zur Geschichte 
der deutschen Sprache und ihrer Erforschung, Teilbd. 2, ed. Werner Besch et al., [Hand- 
bücher zur Sprach- und Kommunikationswissenschaft 2,2] 2nd ed. (Berlin, 2000), coll. 
1505-1512; Jürgen Beyer, ‘Der Beginn Dorpater Gelegenheitsdichtung in Volkssprachen. 
Mit einer Edition dreier niederdeutscher Gelegenheitsgedichte von Adrian Verginius aus 
dem Jahr 1638; in Innovationen im Schwedischen Grofreich. Eine Darstellung anhand von 
Fallstudien, ed. Christoph Schmelz & Jana Zimdars [Schriftenreihe der David-Mevius- 
Gesellschaft 3] (Hamburg, 2009), pp. 181-207. The final Low German document, apart 
from Walker's letters, that was edited by Starck dates from 1574 (Starck, Lubeca (see above, 
n. 17), pp. 454-459, which contains a declaration of the Lübeck clergy concerning the 
Lord's Supper). In manuscript records from the Lübeck municipal archives, however, a 
few Low German documents can still be found dating from the period after 1616. 

21 Cf. Sankt Petri Kopenhagen 1575-2000. 425 Jahre Geschichte deutsch-dénischer 
Begegnung in Biographien ..., ed. Jürgen Beyer & Johannes Jensen (Copenhagen, 2000). 
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mon in Middle Low German,” but the convention seems to have mostly 
lapsed in printed Northern Low German (Nordalbingisch, Ostelbisch) by 
the end of the sixteenth century? From where did Walker adopt its 
usage? It occurs frequently in Dutch printed books of her day, but unusu- 
ally, the prophetess doesn’t systematically employ other orthographical 
conventions that normally distinguish Dutch from Low German, such 
as the letter combination gh. She therefore writes “genaede,” instead of 
ghenaede (Gnade: ‘grace’), as we might have been given to expect.” On 
the other hand, while contemporary Liibeckers would have used y to 
express the sound [i], Walker instead employs the Dutch i. She therefore 
uses "is; as opposed to the Low German ys (ist: ‘is’).”° 

In lexical terms, a Dutch influence is also identifiable. This is partic- 
ularly evident when Walker quotes scripture, apparently from memory. 
In most cases, she appears to rely on a Dutch translation, primarily the 
so-called Deux-Aes Bible of 1562, which was the received translation in 
Reformed circles until the publication of the Statenbijbel in 1637.”° 

Strangely, in instances where Walker cites the Dutch Bible verbatim, 
she does not use the Dutch spelling, but instead adopts a Low German 
spelling consistent with the rest of her letters. In the case of some well- 
known passages, however, the prophetess follows the so-called Bugen- 
hagen Bible (1534), a Low German version of Luther’s translation.^ 


22 Agathe Lasch, Mittelniederdeutsche Grammatik, 2nd ed. [Sammlung kurzer Gram- 
matiken germanischer Dialekte 9] (Tübingen, 1974), pp. 24-25. 

? Heino Lambéck, Diiedsche Orthographia. Lehred: De Wérde vnd Namen griindlyck 
Boeckstaueren ... (1633; repr. Hildesheim, 2007), pp. 38-39, however, still mentions e as 
a possible method for indicating the length of the vowel. 

24 A similar, though not identical, mix of Dutch and Low German appears in some 
contemporary prints from Emden, where the influence of the Dutch language was strong. 
See Conrad Borchling and Bruno Claufen, Niederdeutsche Bibliographie. Gesamtver- 
zeichnis der niederdeutschen Drucke bis zum Jahre 1800, 3 vols. (Neumünster, 1931-1957), 
c£. the index s. v. Emden. 

25 Judging from the few passages from the London manuscript quoted in Trill’s articles 
(see above, n. 11), Anna Walker's English spelling was idiosyncratic but largely consistent 
as well, though following other principles than in the Low German letters from Lübeck. 

26 BIBLIA: Dat is/De gantsche Heylighe Schriftuere/grondelick ende trouwelick ver- 
duytschet/ Met verclaeringhe duysterer woorden ... (Leiden, 1597); BIBLIA SACRA Des 
Ouden ende Nieuwen Testaments Ofte DE GANTSCHE HEYLIGE SCHRIFT ... overgeset 
door ABRAHAMUM A DORESLAER (Amsterdam, 1614); cf. C.C. de Bruin, De Staten- 
bijbel en zijn voorgangers (Leiden, 1937), pp. 238-245. 

7 Biblia Dat ys: De gantze hillige Schrifft/ Sassisch/ D. Mart. Luth. Vppet nye mit flyte 
dórchgesehen / vnde vmme mehrer richticheit willen in Versicul vnderscheiden: Ock na 
den Misnischen Exemplaren/so D. Luther 1545. sülvest corrigeret ... (Wittenberg, 1599 
[-1600]), e. g. Luke 2,14 (cf. Starck, Lubeca (see above, n. 17), p. 727: “ehre si godt in 
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Walker might have committed to her memory the Low German passages 
during her youth in Lübeck and Copenhagen. In her letters, though, she 
very often indicated the relevant chapter and verse, but this she might 
also have done from memory, which might explain why some of the ref- 
erences are incorrect. The division of the Bible into numbered verses had 
been introduced in the 1550s by the Geneva printer Robert Estienne? 
The first English Bible to adopt this innovation was the so-called Geneva 
Bible of 1560.7? Lutheran and Dutch Bibles followed suit at the conclu- 
sion of the sixteenth century. 

Further Dutch lexical influences can be identified. For example, Walk- 
er employs the Dutch “huecksteen” (hoeksteen) instead of the Low Ger- 
man eggestéin (English: 'cornerstone).? Walker spells this word with an 
u, which is consistent with the Dutch pronunciation [hu:kste:n]. How- 
ever, in accordance with her idiosyncratic Low German orthography, 
Walker inserts an e following the u to indicate the length of the initial 
vowel. This example shows that Walker not only read Dutch; she also 
knew how it was pronounced.?! 

This being said, we should be careful not to draw any too far-reaching 
conclusions concerning the intended pronunciation of individual words 
in Walker’s letters. This is a recurring problem in Low German philology, 
but it is especially notable when a written work contains hypercorrect 
forms like “israehel” (‘Israel’). In the same vein, Walker consistently 
writes "ehinicheit" for a word probably pronounced [e:niche:t] (Standard 


der hoegede/frede vp erden/vnde den minschen einen wollgefallen"); cf. also Ingrid 
Schröder, Die Bugenhagenbibel. Untersuchungen zur Übersetzung und Textgeschichte des 
Pentateuchs [diss. Goettingen 1989] [Mitteldeutsche Forschungen 105] (Cologne, 1991); 
Dieter Andresen, ‘Fremdsprache des Glaubens. Der Wechsel zur hochdeutschen Kir- 
chensprache im 17. Jahrhundert; in Kirchliches Leben in Schleswig-Holstein im 17. Jahr- 
hundert, ed. Marion Bejschowetz-Iserhoht & Reimer Witt [Veróffentlichungen des 
Schleswig-Holsteinischen Landesarchivs 78] (Schleswig, 2003), pp. 21-40, there pp. 32- 


34. 

?8 Elizabeth Armstrong, ‘Estienne, Robert I; in The Oxford Encyclopedia of the Refor- 
mation, ed. Hans J. Hillerbrand (New York, 1996), 2: 69-70, there p. 70. 

?? Lloyd E. Berry, ‘Introduction; in The Geneva Bible. A facsimile of the 1560 edition 
(Madison, 1969), pp. 1-24, there p. 12. 

3° The spelling of standardised Low German words follows Agathe Lasch et al., 
Mittelniederdeutsches Handwórterbuch, vol. 1ff. (Hamburg and Neumünster, 1928-). 
Standardised words in living languages are given in the current official spelling. 

31 Walker could have served as an illuminating example in the otherwise enlightening 
work by Willem Frijhoff, Meertaligheid in de Gouden Eeuw. Een verkenning [Koninklijke 
Nederlandse Akademie van Wetenschappen. Mededelingen van de Afdeling Letterkunde, 
N. S. 73,2] (Amsterdam, 2010). 
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Middle Low German: é/niché't; High German: Einheit, Einigkeit; English: 
‘unity, concord").? 

Occasionally, some High German words also occur in Walker' let- 
ters.” Indeed, at one point, the text lapses entirely into High German for 
several lines.*4 In some places, the text of the letters appears to have been 
corrupted. Such anomalies might be explained had Walker employed a 
scribe to write the letters. However, given the idiosyncratic nature of the 
texts, and that Walker herself had personally written and presented her 
earlier A SWEETE SAVOR for Woman to queen Anne of England, this 
is highly unlikely. How might we then account for these High German 
anomalies? We should note that when Starck's book was printed in 1724, 
High German had entirely replaced Low German as the written language 
in Lübeck. Since Walker seems to have never lived in an area in which 
High German was actually spoken, these High German corruptions must 
beattributed to the editor or the printer of 1724. They might have entered 
the text when Starck transcribed the original manuscript, or when the 
print itself was being typeset. 

The manifold Dutch influences are a different matter entirely. While 
lexical influences are probably largely attributable to Walker's access to 
a Dutch Bible, and any time she may have spent living in the Low 
Countries, orthographic idiosyncrasies in the letters are more difficult 
to explain. Starck and his printer must have been well acquainted with 
Lübeck Low German spelling conventions: the book also reprints several 
other Low German manuscripts. We are therefore inclined to conclude 
that all Dutch forms derive from Walkers original letters, and that at least 
some of the Low German spelling forms are 1724 substitutes for Dutch 
versions. This being said, we do not think that the text was written in 
plain Dutch and half-heartedly translated into Low German. The overall 
character of Walker's letters is, after all, Low German. 

However, in addition to Dutch, the letters also evince an undeniable 
English lexical influence, which certainly cannot be attributed either to 
the Lübeck editor or printer. When citing 2 Cor. 11,14, for example, 
Walker records the verse “dat satan getranfformet is in ein engell des 
lichts.” None of the Dutch and Low German Bibles that we have consulted 


32 Starck, Lubeca (see above, n. 17), p. 721 et passim; cf. Agathe Lasch, Mittelnieder- 
deutsche Grammatik (see above, n. 22), p. 22. 

33 Starck, Lubeca (see above, n. 17), for instance p. 722 “prophetischer weise" and a 
few lines later “minschlicker wise"; p. 723: “bißher” and *bether' occasionally the ending 
"-inge" is replaced by “-unge.” 

34 Starck, Lubeca (see above, n. 17), p. 722. 
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employs a word based on the Latin verb transformare. However, the 
contemporary English translations available to us, including the 1611 
King James Version,? render the passage in the following manner: "for 
Sathan himselfe is transformed into an Angel of light? Despite the 
Dutch or Low German prefix ge-, the rest of the word might just as well 
be the English past participle transformed, since we would rather expect 
to see the word rendered in Low German as (ge)transformeret. 

Despite adopting this form of the Latin verb transformare through 
English, it is worth noting that Anna Walker apparently did not know 
a single word of Latin. In her letters, she spells words of Latin origin 
phonetically, not etymologically. Person, for instance, is spelled “parson,” 
while perfection is rendered as “parfection.” Superintendent is written 
"supereden[t];?7 which probably reflects contemporary pronunciation.?? 
Apparently, Walker thought the word "cap" —which appears in her bibli- 
cal references in the marginal notes—meant ibidem, even though it actu- 
ally signifies capitulum.?? 

There are several more fascinating lexical examples of English influ- 
ence. Walker quotes—albeit without reference—Luke 2,10: “ich bringe 
iuw tidinge van groter frouwede.” The Dutch Deux-Aes Bible has: “ic 


3 For more information on competing translations into English, see Scott Man- 
delbrote, “The Authority of the Word. Manuscript, Print, and the Text of the Bible in 
Seventeenth-Century England; in The Uses of Script and Print, 1300-1700, ed. Julia Crick 
& Alexandra Walsham (Cambridge, 2004), pp. 135-153 (with further references). 

36 THE BIBLE AND HOLY SCRIPTVRES CONTEYNED IN THE OLDE AND NEWE 
Testament. TRANSLATED ACCORding to the Ebrue and Greke ... (Geneva, 1560); THE 
BIBLE: THAT IS, THE HOLY SCRIPTVRES CONTEINED IN THE OLDE AND NEWE 
TESTAMENT: TRANSLATED ACCORDING to the Ebrew and Greeke ... (London, 
15[93-]94); THE BIBLE, THAT IS, THE HOLY SCRIPTVRES, contained in the Old and 
New Testament: Translated according to the Hebrew and Greeke ... (London, 1608); THE 
HOLY BIBLE, Conteyning the Old Testament, AND THE NEW: Newly Translated out of 
the Originall tongues ... Appointed to be read in Churches (London, 1611) (the quotation 
follows the spelling of the King James Version). 

37 The form occurs in the dative (“superedenden’) (Starck, Lubeca (see above, n. 17), 
p. 727). 

38 After the word had been borrowed from Low or High German into Estonian, it 
occurred in the form "supperdent" (August Wilhelm Hupel, Ehstnische Sprachlehre für 
beide Hauptdialekte den revalschen und den dórptschen; nebst einem vollständigen Wörter- 
buch (Riga, 1780), p. 275; cf. also Otto Mensing, Schleswig-Holsteinisches Wörterbuch 
(Neumünster, 1933), 4: 939: “Supperdent”). 

?? At one point the word also appears in the text (“bi dem propheten malachia 4 cap; 
Starck, Lubeca (see above, n. 17), p. 724) and here it seems to be used in the received 
sense. In one of the few marginal notes not consisting exclusively of biblical references, 
Anna Walker uses the abbreviation correctly as well: *in de prophecie in daniell/9 cap 
werdt gesecht" (p. 728). 
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euangelizere u lieden groote blijschap.*” The Low German Bugenhagen 
Bible states: “ick vorkündige yuw grote frówde?*! The King James trans- 
lation provides a much better match: “I bring you good tidings of great 
ioy, so too an earlier English translation printed in 1593-1594: “I bring 
you glad tidings of great ioy.” Unfortunately, Walker omitted the adjec- 
tive preceding tidinge, and therefore we cannot tell whether the Bible that 
she here recalls spoke of good or glad tidings. Additionally, the word 
shepherds—one central to Walker’s prophetic message—is rendered as 
“schaepherders, instead ofthe Low German “Heerden,” thereby betray- 
ing its English background. When speaking about Christ's future com- 
ing, the Dutch and the Low German Bibles employ "toecoemst(e)" and 
"thokumpst;" respectively, whereas the English Bibles use “comming”; a 
word that corresponds more closely to Walker's *kumpste?^ 

There is little wonder that Starck saw fit to condemn Walker's *many 
miserably garbled biblical verses"^* Indeed, many of Walkers scriptural 
citations are only approximations, with one or several words altered, 
mangled, or omitted; probably indicating that she was quoting from 
memory. Some of her citations are even incorrect, a further indication 
of her reliance upon recall. Be that as it may, the origin of the *miser- 
ably garbled" verses condemned by Starck seems to have been Walker's 
recall or reliance upon both Dutch and English translations of the Bible, 
transliterated verbatim into Walker's native Low German. We might add, 
however, that we have not found any evidence that points to the influence 
of a Danish Bible translation on Walkers language.^ 

Even though Anna Walker quotes the names of several biblical books 
in a somewhat distorted form, it is clear that she is most familiar with 
their Latin names. For example, she does not speak of 1 Moses, 5 Moses, 
etc., as Lutheran Bibles normally preferred, but instead of “genesis,” 
"deuterono;' etc. In the same vein she names Acts ofthe Apostles as "acto- 
rum, and Revelation as "apoclip? Starck made fun of these names, which 
to him sounded ridiculous: *ieramia/ osachia / uphesien/ ebrewen / apo- 


Biblia: Dat is/ De gantsche Heylighe Schriftuere (see above, n. 26). 
Biblia Dat ys: De gantze hillige Schrifft/ Sassisch (see above, n. 27). 
? Cf Biblia Dat ys: De gantze hillige Schrifft/ Sassisch (see above, n. 27), Luke 2,8 and 


Cf. Matth. 24,3; 24,27 and 24,37. 
Starck, Lubeca (see above, n. 17), p. 594: "vielen erbármlich gerad=brechten Bibli- 
schen Sprüchen? 

^5 The first Danish edition divided into verses was published in 1607: BIBLIA, Paa 
Danske ... (Copenhagen, 1607). 
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clip"^6 Although three of these forms do indeed appear with this ortho- 
graphy in Walker’s letters, the others appear in a modified form," a fact 
that again calls into question the accuracy of Starck's edition. Some of 
Walkers names, however, such as "ebrewe;' “ephesian; or “roman,” are 
adopted directly from English Bibles. They have only shed the s at the 
end. Perhaps this also applies to “apoclip,” which might derive from the 
pronunciation of apoc lypse; the word has again has lost its concluding s. 
Additionally, the biblical “salomons sanck"^ cited by Walker is a direct 
translation of the English “Salomons song,” and has not been adopted 
from the Lutheran “Dat Hogeleedt Salomo"? or similar Dutch forms. 


The Lübeck Letters— Walkers Prophetic Mission 


It is not easy to summarize Anna Walkers prophetic views as expressed 
in her Lübeck letters, and this is partially due to her unusual style. While, 
in itself, a flamboyant, difficult or idiosyncratic style is not untypical 
of many prophetic texts of the period— particularly those composed by 
religious ecstatics, or by prophets without extensive formal educations— 
it does not tally with the expectations engendered by Wolgang Mayer's 
statement that Walker "spoke sensibly" while at the Synod of Dordt. In 
an oral conversation comprising questions and answers, Walker might 
indeed have left a favorable impression. Her Lübeck letters however, 
leave the reader with the impression of the prophetess sitting at a table 
and rapidly scribbling down her letters without ever taking the pen 
off the paper; and certainly without reading them through afterwards. 
While Walker was evidently an extraordinarily perceptive reader, she was 
probably not formally trained in recording her thoughts in a coherent 
fashion on paper. 

Nevertheless, Walkers letters are united by a common millenarian 
expectation, and do follow a kind of informal structure. As an itinerant 
prophet, it was important for Walker to establish an independent spiri- 
tual legitimacy at the outset of her sojourn in Lübeck, in order to demon- 


46 Starck, Lubeca (see above, n. 17), p. 594. 

47 Starck, Lubeca (see above, n. 17), pp. 722, 724-726: "osahia^, "ephesian" and “eph- 
esien’. The first of these is probably a misprint for the frequently occurring “esahia” 
(‘Isaiah’). 

48 Starck, Lubeca (see above, n. 17), p. 729. 

^9 The Bible, that is, the Holy Scriptvres ... (1608) (see above, n. 36), header. The Holy 
Bible ... (1611) (see above, n. 36) has the header “Solomons song? 

°° Biblia Dat ys: De gantze hillige Schrifft/ Sassisch (see above, n. 27). 
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strate the legitimacy of her revelations and insights. In her first letter of 
6 August 1616, addressed to the secular authority of the Lübeck Town 
Council, Walker briefly announced her arrival in Lübeck and her inten- 
tions while in the city. She explicitly states that she had just been in Ham- 
burg, where she had also petitioned the town's secular and ecclesiastical 
authorities.?! In this letter, Walker makes abundantly clear the source of 
her weighty insights. The prophetess reveals that since some eight years 
prior, therefore since c. 1608, while she lived in both England and the 
Low Countries, she had been tormented by a series of godly revelations, 
in which God had “revealed his secret will" to her.?? The insights thus 
imparted granted Walker authority to speak on matters concerning the 
church as well as spiritual mysteries of the coming Judgment.?? 

Walker was especially insistent that God had entrusted her with visions 
of “events shortly to come" that she must announce to the public at large.” 
In this manner, the prophetess saw herself as something ofa shepherd for 
the unruly flock of the church. In a letter to the Geistliches Ministerium, 
sent on 8 August 1616, Walker hoped to further establish her prophetic 
legitimacy by making reference to women who played important róles in 
the history of Christianity, including Eve, Sarah, Noahss wife, and others. 
She also compares herselfto St. John the Baptist: just as he had announced 
the coming of Christ, she would announce his second coming.” 

This—publicizing her revelation of Christs imminent second com- 
ing—was the primary object of Walkers mission in Lübeck. Yet accord- 
ing to the information granted Walker by God, Christ's second, “but not 
final coming"? was to occur in the year 1621. Christ's presence, Walker 
argued, was to comprise a spiritual return to the hearts of the faith- 
ful in an indwelling kingdom—ostensibly following Luke 17,21—which 
would create a period of peace and respite in which God would create 
a new covenant and land with his people (Ezechiel 34,24-27).°’ Given 


5! Unfortunately, no records of Walker's presence seem to remain in Hamburg. Infor- 
mation kindly provided by Peter Gabrielsson of the Staatsarchiv Hamburg on 21 March 
and 19 April 2006. Similarly, Walker is not mentioned in [Johann Gustav] Gallois, Ham- 
burgische Chronik von den ältesten Zeiten bis auf die Jetztzeit (Hamburg, 1862), 2: 1338- 
1341 (year 1616). 

52 Starck, Lubeca (see above, n. 17), p. 720: “sinen vorborgen willen geapenbaret”. 

55 Starck, Lubeca (see above, n. 17), p. 720. 

54 Starck, Lubeca (see above, n. 17), p. 720: “dat godt hefft gespraken dorch mi van 
dingen/de vns balde nu werden gescheen.” 

55 Starck, Lubeca (see above, n. 17), pp. 728 sq. 

56 Starck, Lubeca (see above, n. 17), pp. 720, 723: "vnde nich letzten kumpste.” 

57 Starck, Lubeca (see above, n. 17), p. 723: ^... de ander kumpste christi werdt sin in 
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the worldly implications of this primarily spiritual anticipation, Walker's 
expectations comprise an expression of the heretical belief known 
amongst Lutheran theologians of the time as chiliasmus subtilis.^* 

Walkers claim that Christ's second advent was not to be his last was 
based on a belief that Christ would visit humanity on no less than three 
separate occasions. The first occurred, naturally enough, at the time of his 
birth. The second coming would be the spiritual return anticipated for 
1621. Christs third and final “coming” would be at the Last Judgment, 
which Walker believed would occur “after seven years”: that is to say, 
sometime during the year 1623. 

There exist precedents for nearly all of Walker's expectations in con- 
temporary chiliastic literature, a fact that suggests the prophetess main- 
tained a keen awareness of the prophetic controversies that surrounded 
her. For example, Walker' division of time into three broad periods con- 
cluding with an “age of the spirit"—in Walkers case Christ’s spiritual 
reign in our hearts—is a variant of Joachite expectation. The medieval 
abbot Joachim of Fiore, and countless imitators and followers, antici- 
pated that the culminating age of humanity would be governed by the 
Holy Spirit.^? 

Similarly, Walkers idea of Christs triple advent was not original. 
Also deriving from Joachim, it had recently been popularized in the 
influential In Apocalypsim commentarius et paraphrasis (1580) of the 
Venetian dissident Jacopo Brocardo.9 Brocardos millenarian writings, 


dem geiste / vmme der fullenkamen vprichtinge des fals / sünde dodt vnde düeuell herun- 
der tho leggen de noch na gebleuen is wowoll enen ere krafft bi der ersten kumpste all 
genaemen is/vnde vmme de insettinge werdt idt sin des ewigen genaeden bundts vnde 
koeninckricke woruan gesecht / [marginal note: ezekiell/ 37: 24: 26:/] welcker koeninck- 
ricke hebbe wi vnde sin darin na der genaede/ wo gesecht/ [marginal note: lukas/ 17: 
21:/] men na der glorie vnde herlicheit sinen wi minschen vp erden dar noch nich in? 

58 The term chiliasmus subtilis was originally coined by Daniel Cramer, De Regno 
Jesu Christi Regis Regum and Domini Dominantium semper-invicti ... (Stettin, 1614), 
p. 319, and was entrenched in the Lutheran heresiological taxonomy by Johann Affel- 
mann (praes.) & M. Daniel Spalchaver (resp.), Illustrium quaestionum theologicarum hep- 
tas ... (Rostock, 1618). A concise history ofthe beliefis presented by Johannes Wallmann, 
"Zwischen Reformation und Pietismus. Reich Gottes und Chiliasmus in der lutherischen 
Orthodoxie, in Verifikationen: Festschrift für Gerhard Ebeling zum 70. Geburtstag (Tübin- 
gen, 1982), pp. 187-205. 

°° Concerning Joachim of Fiore and popular Joachimism in seventeenth-century 
prophecy, see Marjorie Reeves, The Influence of Prophecy in the Later Middle Ages: A Study 
in Joachimism (Oxford, 1969); Idem, Joachim of Fiore and the Prophetic Future (London, 
1976). 

6 Tacobvs Brocardvs [Jacopo Brocardo], In Apocalypsim commentarius et paraphrasis 
(Leiden, 1580). On Brocardo see A. Rotondó, ‘Brocardo, Jacopo; Dizionario Biografico 
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which resonated strongly within nonconformist communities in the 
late sixteenth and early seventeenth-centuries throughout Europe, were 
especially well-received in England. While we have already seen that 
Walker knew no Latin, Brocardos In Apocalypsim was translated into 
English in 1582, which would have allowed Walker direct access to the 
text.°! It is important to note that Walker was not alone in taking up 
Brocardos idea of a “first, myddle, and final commyng.” In 1597, the 
Anhalt chiliast Julius Sperber employed the expectation in a Joachimite 
manuscript “Von dreyerley Seculis oder Hauptzeiten,” which was widely 
read, copied, and distributed.” In 1617, a New Prophet from Steyr in 
Austria, Wilhelm Eo Neuheuser, also adopted the expectation in his 
explication of the enigmatic statement of Christ in Luke 18,8.° 

The focusing of eschatological expectations on the period 1621-1623 
was also popular during this period. As early as the 1580s, in the works 
of the Lutheran chiliast Eustachius Poyssel, expectations of the fall of the 
Pope and the defeat of Antichrist had been attached to the year 1623.9! 
These expectations were supported by the calculations of millenarians 
like Tobias Hess and Simon Studion, both of whom authored manuscript 
tracts containing predictions of the beginning of a "Kingdom of Grace" 


degli Italiani (Rome, 1972), 14: 385-389; Jürgen Moltmann, ‘Jacob Brocard als Vor- 
láufer der Reich-Gottes-Theologie und der symbolischprophetischen Schriftauslegung 
des Johann Coccejus; Zeitschrift für Kirchengeschichte 71 (1960): 110-129. 

61 Tames Brocard [Jacopo Brocardo], THE REUELATION of S. Ihon reueled, OR A 
PARAPHRASE Opening by conference of time and place such things as are both necessary 
and profitable for the tyme present ... (London, 1582), fol. 5". In turn, Brocardo states that 
he adopted this idea from Savonarola. 

$? Wolfenbüttel, Herzog August Bibliothek, MS Cod. Guelf. 772 Helmst, fols. 173'- 
287". The reference also appears in a later printed edition: Julius Sperber, Ein Geheimer 
Tractatus ... Von den dreyen Seculis oder Haupt-zeiten, von Anfang bifi zum Ende der Welt 
... (Amsterdam, 1660), p. 93. 

63 Wilhelm Eo Neuheuser, ZENIGMATICUM CHRISTI Resolutio seu explicatio ... 
Erklerung über den Spruch Christi/ Luce am 18. Capitel ... (No Place, 1617), fols. A4"- 
Bı”. An earlier version of this tract, CHRISTVS OPTIMVS AENIGMATICUS EST ... 
(Marburg, 1606), contained a very different explication of these crucial verses. On 
Eo, see Leigh T.I. Penman, ‘Unanticipated Millenniums. The Chiliastic Underground 
and the Lutheran Experience of Millenarian Thought, 1600-1630' (Unpublished PhD 
dissertation, University of Melbourne, 2008), pp. 144-166; Idem, ‘Ein Chiliast aus Steyr; 
Antiquariat Wolfgang Mantler. Katalog 28 (Vienna, 2008), p. 28. 

64 Eustachius Poyssel, Eustachii Poyssels VII. Tractetlein ... (No Place, 1594); Ioannis 
à Liptitz [pseud. of Poyssel], Mysteria Apocalyptica, Das ist: Kurtze doch gewisse Demon- 
strationes, daß in Anno Christi 1623. die grofimáchtigste Enderung, mit ... def’ Antichrists 
fewrigem Untergang eynbrechen werde (No Place, 1621). On Poyssel, see Robin Bruce 
Barnes, Prophecy and Gnosis. Apocalypticism in the Wake of the Lutheran Reformation 
(Stanford, 1988), pp. 167-168, 173-174. 
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in 1621.9 Others, amongst them Paul Nagel of Torgau, Johannes Kárcher 
of Bern (a.k.a. Johann Plaustrarius) and Bartholomaeus Pitiscus, saw the 
period between 1620 and 1625 as one of dynamic, continuing change 
in anticipation of the millennium and the Last Judgment.® Under the 
astronomical doctrine of the great conjunctions of Jupiter and Saturn, 
numerous dissidents and scientists alike, including Nagel, Paul Felgen- 
hauer, Johann Kepler, and yet others, expected massive changes in the 
world-order, or indeed the descent of the Heavenly Jerusalem itself, some 
impelled to this view by perilous political conditions.9 

Indeed, a general interest in the idea of a forthcoming millennium— 
spiritual or otherwise—and the idea of Christ establishing his kingdom 
in the heart of man, converged in the widespread debates concerning the 
mysterious Rosicrucian fraternity, which Walker may have encountered 
when the initial tract of the brotherhood was printed in Dutch in 1615.68 


$3 Stuttgart, Württembergische Landesbibliothek, MS Cod. HB XI 42, fols. 1-172, 
"Tobiae Hessi et Studionis Prophetica; and MS Cod. theol. et philos. 4°. 23a-b, Simon 
Studion, ‘Naometria ...' [c. 1604]. 

$6 See for example Paulus Nagelius, PROGNOSTICON ASTROLOGO-HARMONI- 
CUM Super tres vel plures etiam annos conscriptum. Ausführliches Prognosticon vber drey 
oder mehr Jahr beschrieben/von 1620. an zu rechen [sic] ... (Halle, [1620]); Johann 
Plaustrarius [Johann Karcher], Prognosticon, Oder Weissagung auff diese jetzige Zeit / 
darinn vermeldet/wie GOtt der Allmechtige die gantze Welt/... daheim suchen wolle 
mit allerley Plagen vnd Straffen ... Vnd was alfidann auff diese Verstórung vor ein 
Herrschafft vnnd Kónigreich erfolgen: Was man ins künfftig/ von Anno 1620. 1621. 1622. 
1623. 1624. bifs zu ende des 1625. Jahrs/zugewarten habe (No Place, 1620; another ed. 
1621); [Bartholomaeus Pitiscus], Vaticinium de imminente ecclesiastici et politici status 
mutatione multarum in Europe, praesertim Germaniae, provinciarum, ab anno 1604. in 
annum 1623. deductum (Christopoli, 1612). On Nagel, see Leigh T.I. Penman, 'Climbing 
Jacob's Ladder. Crisis, Chiliasm and Transcendence in the Thought of Paul Nagel (11624), 
a Lutheran Dissident during the Time ofthe Thirty Years' War, Intellectual History Review 
20 (2010), 201-226; on Plaustrarius, Penman, *Unanticipated Millenniums’ (see above, 
n. 62), pp. 89-91. 

67 On the doctrine of the great conjunctions, see Howard Hotson, Paradise Postponed. 
Johann Heinrich Alsted and the Birth of Calvinist Millenarianism (Dordrecht, 2000), 
pp. 42-53 and the notes cited therein. Concerning astrology and political expectations, 
see Vladimir Urbánek, “The Comet of 1618: Eschatological Expectations and Political 
Prognostications During the Bohemian Revolt; in Tycho Brahe and Prague: Crossroads of 
European Science, ed. John Christian Laursen et al. (Frankfort, 2002), pp. 282-291. 

$$ Concerning the international character of the contemporary Rosicrucian debate, 
see Carlos Gilly, 'Rosenkreuz als europäisches Phänomen im 17. Jahrhundert; in Rosen- 
kreuz als europäisches Phänomen im 17. Jahrhundert, ed. Frans A. Jansen (Amsterdam, 
1999), pp. 19-56. The Rosicrucian debate was already raging in the Low Countries during 
this period, where Walker may have heard about some of the millenarian ideas contained 
in the pamphlets. See Fama Fraternitatis, Oft Ontdeckinge van de Broederschap des lof- 
lijcken Ordens des Roosen-Cruyces. Midtsgaders de Confessie ofte Bekentenisse des selfden 
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These issues were also later raised in the polemic concerning the contro- 
versial devotional teachings of the Zschopau pastor Valentin Weigel— 
who like Walker declared, following Luke 17,21, that “the kingdom of 
God is in you” —and the Lutheran Superintendent of Celle, Johann Arndt, 
although both of these debates only reached their apex after 1619.9? The 
prophetess was, however, probably aware of these controversies. 

Despite the origins of her expectations in heterodox literature, Wal- 
kers major evidence for her chiliastic convictions was, in fact, biblical. 
Her letters contain no direct references to specific chiliastic works or 
authors. Instead, her copious marginal notes point exclusively to biblical 
verses, which she also mentions in the body of her letters. While Walker 
must have listened to and taken inspiration from popular debates con- 
cerning a coming millennium in 1623, the rather impressionistic expres- 
sion of these ideas in her letters might indicate that she encountered 
many such ideas only indirectly. These she then carefully calibrated and 
documented with her own biblical researches. Much like her language, 
Walkers eschatology was highly syncretic, and Bible-centric. 

An indication of this Bible-centric approach is that Walker's expecta- 
tions were grounded in an idiosyncratic, thorough-going, and apparently 
purely biblical chronology. This chronology is "biblical" in two distinct 
senses: firstly, because it is based on the events of biblical history; sec- 
ondly, because all of the prophetesss calculations appear to have derived 
from chronologies printed in certain editions of the Bible: not from other 
chronological works or sources. 

Walker's reliance upon chronology features most prominently in her 
letter to the Geistliches Ministerium. In this unusual letter, Walker stated 
that 1,656 years had passed between the time of creation—that is to say 
from the birth of “the first Adam" —to the time of the Deluge. Walker 
then goes on—somewhat bafflingly—to subtract thirty-five years from 
this figure, thereby coming to 1621: the anticipated year of the second 
coming. It is slight proof, but proof—of a kind—it is nonetheless. The 
dating of the Deluge to 1656 was not only standard practice in contem- 


Broederschaps/aen allen Geleerden ende Hoofden in Europa gheschreven ... ([Amster- 
dam, 1615]). See also Govert Snoek, De Rozenkruisers in Nederland (Haarlem, 2007). 

© Cf. Hermann Geyer, Verborgene Weisheit. Johann Arndts “Vier Bücher vom Wahren 
Christentum" als Programm einer spiritualistisch-hermetischen Theologie, 3 vols. [Arbeiten 
zur Kirchengeschichte 80, 1-3] (Berlin, 2001); Carlos Gilly, Johann Arndt und die “dritte 
Reformation" im Zeichen des Paracelsus; Nova Acta Paracelsica, n. s. 11 (1997), 60- 
77. 
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porary chronology,” the calculation also featured in the chronological 
appendices to several Bible editions."! 

But from where did Walker adopt the unusual, and important, figure 
of 35? We have not seen it employed in any other chronological or 
heterodox work of the period. When Walker mentions the figure in her 
letter, she refers to the coming of “the last Adam" in 1621:a clear reference 
to Christ, the second Adam.” Yet all contemporary chronologies that we 
checked agree that Christ died at the age of 33 or 34. Nowhere does the 
number 35 find mention in connection with his life. 

We discovered, however, one important exception. The so-called Ge- 
neva Bible—an English translation of 1560—contains two chronological 
tables. The first tabulates events dating from the period "from Adam 
vnto Christ which, amongst other things, confirms that the Deluge 
occurred in anno mundi 1656. 'Ihe second table, consisting of three 
parallel columns, is entitled “THE ORDER OF THE YEERES FROM 
PAVLS CONVERSION" The third of these columns chronicles the years 
of office of Roman emperors; the second traces "The yeres [sic] of the 
conuersion of S. Paul”; and the first describes “The yeeres of the Natiuitie 
of Iesus Christ? The chronology draws attention to the fact that the year 
of Paul's conversion—and the first year of his ministry, therefore the first 
year of the church universal—occurs in the 35th year following Christ's 
birth. This obscure tabulation, in an edition ofthe Bible known to Walker, 
probably provided her with the raw chronological data she presented to 
the Lübeck authorities in support of her divine revelations.” 


70 See for example Georgius Nicolas, SYLLOGE HISTORICA, Oder Zeit vnd Geschicht- 
buch ... (Leipzig, 1599), 1: pp. 1, 4; Nicolaus Mollerus, CHRONOLOGIA Oder Zeit Rech- 
nung/ Darinnen Eigentlich dargethan vnd erwiesen wirdt/ wie lang die Weldt bif auff das 
1615. Jahr gestanden / vnd künfftig hinferner noch stehen werde ... (Hamburg, 1615), p. 17; 
Paulus Felgenhauer, Rechte/ Warhafftige vnd gantz Richtige CHRONOLOGIA, Oder REch- 
nung der Jare der Welt/ Von der Welt vnd Adams Anfang an/ bifi zu diesem jetzigen Jahr 
Christi/ M.DC, XX. Darinnen nochmals erweiset wird / wie in gemeiner Rechnung vmb 265. 
Jahr/ von den Chronologis sey zu wenig gezehlt worden ..., 2nd ed. ([Prague], 1620), fol. 
A3". 

7! ‘Bibelscher Iaer-tijts Register, in Biblia: Dat is/ De gantsche Heylighe Schriftuere (see 
above, n. 26), fols. *2"-**1", there fol. *25; ‘A perfite computation of the yeeres and times 
from Adam vnto Christ ...; in The Bible, that is, the Holy Scriptvres ... (1608) (see above, 
n. 36), fols. 355'-355". The Deluge is dated to the year ofthe world 1[6]57 in 'Chronologia 
edder Tydtregister; in Biblia Dat ys: De gantze hillige Schrifft/ Sassisch (see above, n. 27), 
fols. (a)17-(a)57, there fol. (a)1'. 

7? Starck, Lubeca (see above, n. 17), p. 723. Itis worth noting that Walker's terminology 
of “the first" and “the last Adam" also appears to derive from Brocardo, Reuelation (see 
above, n. 61). 

75 The Bible, that is, the Holy Scriptvres ... (1608) (see above, n. 36), fols. 3557-355", 
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Despite the fact that all three of Walkers letters temerariously pro- 
mulgated an eschatological opinion that comprised the heresy of chi- 
liasmus subtilis, this does not seem to have been of great concern for the 
Lübeck clergy. Walker was free to leave the city unhindered. There might 
have been several reasons for this. Firstly, in her letters, Walker made 
clear that she intended to travel from Lübeck to Denmark at the earli- 
est opportunity. She clearly did not intend, therefore, to cause any long- 
standing unrest in the city with her proclamations. Secondly, the itiner- 
ant Walker clearly possessed no connections to the established heterodox 
circles in the city, which centered on learned personalities like Johann 
Staricius, and Joachim Morsius; the latter a manuscript collector, partic- 
ipant in the Rosicrucian debate, and a friend of the Górlitz theosopher 
Jakob Bóhme."* Nor did Walker seem to know the likes of Nicolaus Teting 
and another prophetess and poet, Anna Owena Hoyers, both of whom 
resided in Husum and Flensburg in the nearby duchy of Schleswig.” 

Unfortunately, aside from confirming her Danish and northern-Ger- 
man Lutheran background, Walker' letters reveal very few details con- 
cerning the course of her life. In Dordt she was described as well- 
dressed. She might have been somewhat wealthy, at least since the time of 
her marriage, or highly successful in petitioning authorities for money: 
our research demonstrates that Walker seems to have owned no less 
than three Bibles, which could not have been very old, since they were 
divided into verses. She travelled widely between England, northern Ger- 
many, Denmark, and the Low Countries. Nonetheless Walker asked for— 
and, according to her own testimony, received—a travelling-allowance 
in Hamburg, where she had passed through on her travels, and asked 


[450']-[450"]. While some of the comments to the Geneva Bible changed in the course 
of its editing history, the calculations we are concerned with here were already found in 
the first edition of 1560 (see above, n. 36), New Testament, fols. LLI3'- LLIA4*. 

74 See Helmut Moller, Staricius und sein Heldenschatz. Episoden eines Akademikerle- 
bens (Góttingen, 2003); Heinrich Schneider, Joachim Morsius und sein Kreis. Zur Geis- 
tesgeschichte des 17. Jahrhunderts (Lübeck, 1929); On Morsius and Bóhme, see Leigh 
T.I. Penman, ‘Ein Liebhaber des Mysterii, und ein großer Verwandter desselben. Toward 
the Life of Balthasar Walther, a Wandering Paracelsian Physician; Sudhoffs Archiv. Zeit- 
schrift für Wissenschaftsgeschichte 94,1 (2010), 73-99. 

75 Concerning the group see Bjorn Kornerup, "Teting, Nicolaus Knutzen; in Dansk 
biografisk leksikon, 3rd ed. (Copenhagen, 1983), 14: 420; Dieter Lohmeier, “Teting, Niko- 
laus; in Schleswig-Holsteinisches biographisches Lexicon (Neumünster, 1976), 4: 216-218; 
D.C. Carstens, "Zur Geschichte der Sectirer Nicolaus Teting und Hartwig Lohmann, 
Zeitschrift der Gesellschaft für Schleswig-Holstein-Lauenburgische Geschichte 21 (1891), 
374-383; Barbara Becker-Cantarino, "Biographie; in Anna Owena Hoyers, Geistliche und 
weltliche Poemata (Tübingen, 1986; original printing 1650), pp. 3*-200*. 


128 JÜRGEN BEYER AND LEIGH T.I. PENMAN 


for another from the Superintendent Stampelius while in Lübeck." She 
would later receive money from the Westminster parish in 1617/18 fol- 
lowing her return to England. Requesting funds was evidently part of 
her standard practice." While these grants were probably given to the 
prophetess in order to speed her on her way from the respective munic- 
ipality, Walker’s request for money was a good excuse for the Lübeck 
authorities—despite the alleged authoritative origin and significance of 
her news concerning the imminent Last Judgment— not to treat her rev- 
elations with any degree of seriousness. 

Walkers Lübeck letters grant us a privileged insight into the mind 
of a seventeenth century prophet influenced by a variety of widespread 
prophetic traditions from a mixture of languages and cultures. Walker 
was a woman intimately familiar with the Bible, but not very interested 
in theological literature. Her most controversial eschatological ideas— 
in particular the triple advent of Christ and the prediction of signifi- 
cant events for the period between 1621 and 1623— were certainly influ- 
enced by heterodox sources, such as the works of Jacopo Brocardo. This 
being said, Walkers Lübeck letters, like her earlier London sermon, A 
SWEETE SAVOR for Woman, reflect a culture of intense Bible read- 
ing, but not necessarily one of more general reading or orality. How- 
ever, in Walkers third and final Lübeck missive—that addressed to the 
Superintendent Stampelius—there is a passage in which eight words are 
arranged to form four sequential rhyming pairs." The prophetess’s earlier 
A SWEETE SAVOR also contains several poetic sequences and coupled 
verses.” Walker, despite—or possibly because of—her multilingual and 
multicultural background, perhaps possessed a highly developed appre- 
ciation for the aesthetics of the written and spoken word. Given the often 
confusing nature of her works, such an appreciation was, however, only 
sporadic. 


76 Starck, Lubeca (see above, n. 17), p. 729. 

77 For another prophet who collected money for his visions from several authorities 
twenty to thirty years later, cf. Jürgen Beyer, ‘George Reichard und Laurentius Matthaei: 
Schulmeister, Küster, Verfasser, Buchhändler und Verleger im letzten Jahrzehnt des 
Dreißigjährigen Krieges; in Lesen und Schreiben in Europa 1500-1900. Vergleichende 
Perspektiven — Perspectives comparées— Perspettive comparate, ed. Alfred Messerli & Rog- 
er Chartier (Basle, 2000), pp. 299-333 (additions in Beyer, Lay Prophets (see above, n. 19), 
ch. 6). 

78 Starck, Lubeca (see above, n. 17), p. 729: "springe ... gesinge ... spreken ... stecken 
... swerdt ... vorferdt ... herunder ... wunder”. 

7? Trill, "The First Sermon in English’ (see above, n. 11), 472. 
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Anna Walker at the Synod of Dordt 


Having surveyed the unique features of Walkers Lübeck letters—both 
in terms of their form and their content—we are now in a position 
to return to the question posed at the outset: what implications does 
Walker's appearance in Lübeck in 1616 have for her later activities at the 
Synod of Dordt? Can we assume that she expressed the same views in 
both cities? While the glib nature of Wolgang Mayer' report concerning 
the unnamed prophetess in Dordt stands in stark contrast to the relative 
richness of the Lübeck letters, some comparisons and conclusions remain 
nevertheless possible. 

Walkers Lübeck letters of 1616 propounded an inherently chiliastic 
eschatology. The prophetess claimed godly inspiration for her views, and 
promised the imminent return of Christ: firstly for a spiritual reign in 
our hearts after 1621, and then finally for the Last Judgment in 1623. 
According to Mayer, in Dordt in 1618, Walker "said that the Holy Spirit 
had ordered her to attend" or otherwise made known to delegates that 
"the Holy Spirit has sent her? Whilst in attendance at the Synod, she 
spoke upon a diverse range of subjects, including “predestination, ... the 
conversion of the Jews, and ... the Last Judgment.” 

Aside from the issue of predestination, to which we will shortly return, 
it appears that Walkers central message in both Lübeck and Dordt 
revolved around the imminent Last Judgment, perhaps to be preceded 
by a chiliastic interval. There are, however, several curious differences 
that we must point out. 

Firstly, the conversion of the Jews, mentioned by Mayer, was an impor- 
tant element in many chiliastic visions of the future of the church pro- 
posed by Lutherans, Calvinists, and dissidents alike, so it is not entirely 
surprising to see Walker speak on the subject in Dordt.®° Yet this partic- 


8° See for example [Paul Felgenhauer], Prodromus Evangelij Æterni seu CHILIAS 
SANCTA: Vortrab defi Ewigen Euangelij In welchem/aufs Heyliger Góttlicher Schrifft 

. erwiesen werden/Die Heyligen Tausendt Jahr/def? Sabbaths vnnd Ruhe defi Volcks 
Gottes/ im Reich Christi/ neben einer Allgemeinen Bekehrung/ aller Juden/vnd der Zehen 
verlohrnen Stim[m] Israel ... (n. p., 1625); [Christoph Besold], DE HEBR/EORUM, 
AD CHRISTUM SALVATOREM NOSTRUM CONVERSIONE, Conjectanea ([Tübingen,] 
1622), which partly inspired the Calvinist chiliast Iohannes Heinrich Alsted, DIATRIBE 
De MILLE ANNIS APOCALYPTIcis, non illis Chiliastarum and Phantastarum, sed BB. 
Danielis and Iohannis (Frankfort, 1627). The idea of a conversion before the Last Judg- 
ment, however, was stridently condemned by orthodox Lutheran authorities. See Johan- 
nes Gerhardus, LOCORUM THEOLOGICORUM CUM PRO ADSTRUENDA VERITATE, 
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ular element was missing entirely from Walkers letters in Lübeck, and 
also from Pontoppidans brief report concerning her sojourn in Copen- 
hagen in 1620. Why might this be so? Perhaps Walker simply did not 
feel the need to emphasize this particular idea in Lübeck, given that the 
idea of the conversion was so intimately related to the events of the Last 
Judgment anyway. It might also be that Walker decided to adopt this 
universally appealing prophecy in Dordt as a strategy when broaching 
the topic of future events, and indeed the weightier issue of predestina- 
tion, with melioristic Reformed theologians. It is similarly possible that 
Mayer mentioned the issue of the Jews simply because Walker spoke on 
the events of the Last Judgment; even though she might not have specif- 
ically mentioned the issue of conversion herself. 

Secondly, in Dordt, Walker spoke of being sent by the Holy Spirit. 
This is intriguing, for while the Lübeck letters mention godly inspira- 
tion on several occasions, the role of the Paraclete as the agent of reve- 
lation goes entirely unremarked. Perhaps Walker had, in the intervening 
years, caught wind of the teachings of some New Prophets and Rosicru- 
cians, like Paul Nagel, Philipp Ziegler, Paul Felgenhauer, Nikolaus Tet- 
ing and others, all of whom spoke of belonging to an invisible "School 
of the Holy Spirit.” That Walker indicated in Dordt that she was “sent 
by the Holy Spirit" might therefore suggest an increasing awareness of, 
and identification with, the burgeoning dissident movements of the het- 
erodox underground. Later, in Copenhagen in 1620, Walker's prophetic 
self-understanding had become yet further radicalized when she pre- 
dicted the imminent death of the Danish King: a reckless—and ulti- 
mately fatal —declaration that supports the idea that her prophetic ideas 
migrated to a radical fringe. 

Unique amongst the matters that Walker propounded in Dordt, how- 
ever, was the issue of predestination. In England before 1620, Puritans, 
Arminians and Reformed Anglicans alike were mired in an intense, vir- 
ulent and widespread debate concerning the true theology of grace, and 
thereby the soteriological necessities of achieving salvation.?! Predesti- 


TUM PRO DESTRUENDA quorumvis contradicientium falsitate, per theses nervosé, solidè 
and copiose explicatorum (Jena, 1622), 9: 166-167, 255-256 (ch. 7: De adjunctis extremi 
judicii). Cf. Ernst Staehelin, Die Verkündigung des Reiches Gottes in der Kirche Jesu Christi 
(Basle, [1957]), 4: 121-122. 

8l Concerning the debates, see Dewey D. Wallace, Jr., Puritans and Predestination. 
Grace in English Protestant Theology, 1525-1695 (Chapel Hill, 1982), pp. 79-112, with 
mention of the impact of the Synod of Dordt in England on pp. 56, 81, 90-94, etc. 
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nation was therefore an issue of immense debate and topical interest in 
the country from which Walker travelled in order to address the Synod 
in 1618. Anna Walker could hardly have missed this debate: it is likely, 
although at the moment not possible to demonstrate, that she took active 
part in the controversies. 

Of course, we can also appreciate that Walker’s personal experiences— 
as someone whose life was irrevocably changed after receiving messages 
directly from God—would influence her opinions on the rôle, impact, 
and extent of the divine will in the mundane world. Eschatologies, both 
personal in the form of soteriological questions, and collective in terms of 
chiliastic expectations, defined Walker’s worldview. She saw all of history 
on a divinely mandated path, yet the need for penance, humility, and 
reform that she expresses in her Lübeck letters indicates her subscription 
to a distinctly Lutheran conception of the importance of the individual. 
While it is impossible to tell now, Walker was therefore probably opposed 
to the complete form ofthe predestination doctrine proposed by hardline 
Reformed theologians. 

Walker thus travelled to Dordt in order to express her opinions on 
predestination: for she preached everywhere on the Last Judgment. She 
obviously possessed a high opinion of the value of the information 
she presented upon the issue, since she endeavoured “to iron out the 
disagreements in the Low Countries"? That, however, turned out to 
be a much more complicated affair than she could probably have ever 
imagined: none of those present, it seems, were prepared to accept her 
God-given insights on the matter. We can, however, take Anna Walker's 
attendance at Dordt as sound evidence that the issues discussed at the 
Synod did indeed possess a broader appeal outside specific clerical, 
Calvinist circles.°° 

In Lübeck, England, Denmark, and Dordt, Walker was concerned 
about central questions that faced the Christian religion, seemingly with- 
out regard to confessional boundaries. Despite the fact that she was born 


82 See above, n. 3. 

$5 A more humorous indication of this can also be found in Mayer's notes of 22 Octo- 
ber 1618: “D. D". Altingus retulit nobis lepidam historiam, quae his diebus Amstelodami 
accidit. Ein Fuhrmann führte mit einem Pferd etwas in der [sic] Stadt. Weil aber das Pferd 
státtig war und nicht ziehen wollte, so sagte er endlich: 'Ich sehe wohl was dir brüstet, du 
bist auch arminianisch und willst deinen freyen Willen haben: ich aber will dir denselbi- 
gen mit guten Streichen vertreiben: quo dicto horrendis ictibus equum percutere coepit" 
(Graf, Beytráge (see above, n. 1), pp. 52-53). 
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in Lutheran Denmark and spent her childhood in Lübeck—a staunchly 
Lutheran town—she had lived in a mixed confessional environment 
in England, and also spent some time in the Low Countries, where 
Reformed doctrines officially dominated. She had probably visited Re- 
formed services, thirsting after divine insight. Both her mission and her 
behaviour were in keeping with her office as a prophet of the divine will. 
As the second St. John, an agent of God and the Holy Spirit, Walker saw it 
as her duty to correct the path of all churches, to point out the common 
spiritual concordance necessary in the face of the events of the future: 
the coming Last Judgment would, after all, be passed simultaneously on 
Christians from all confessional backgrounds. 

Despite her travels, Walker’s influence, however, was not great. While 
her ideas anticipated many of the heresies that would beset the Church 
only a few years later—especially after the outbreak of war in the Holy 
Roman Empire in 1618—one can hardly name her as an influence upon 
the numerous chiliasts and New Prophets of the Thirty Years’ War. There 
is no indication whatsoever that these chiliasts adopted any ideas from 
her, or had even heard her name. 

Walkers writings languished, forgotten in archives and libraries in 
Lübeck and England.9 They resurfaced briefly in Starck's edition a hun- 
dred years later, but the printed version does not appear to have found 
many readers either: Low German had become obsolete, and Starcks 
choice of a minuscule font made it extraordinarily difficult to grasp the 
content of the prophetesss winding prose. For our own time, Walker is a 
somewhat more interesting figure. She is perhaps the author of the first 


54 Regarding the New Prophets, see Leigh T.I. Penman, ‘Apocalyptic Spirituality Be- 
tween Church and State. Three “New Prophets” in Seventeenth-century Germany, in 
Interactions, Interventions and Interrelations [University of Melbourne School of Lan- 
guages Research Papers on Language and Literature 5] (Parkville, 2005), pp. 59-83; Idem., 
‘Unanticipated Millenniums' (see above, n. 63), pp. 71-174; Carlos Gilly, "Ihe “Midnight 
Lion,’ the “Eagle” and the “Antichrist.” Political, religious and chiliastic propaganda in 
the pamphlets, illustrated broadsheets and ballads of the Thirty Years War; Nederlands 
archief voor kerkgeschiedenis 80 (2000), 46-77. 

85 An indication of her total oblivion is that she is not named in a work which 
appears to list every woman ever to be mentioned in print as a proponent of hetero- 
dox ideas (Io. Henr. Feustkingius, GYNAECEUM HAERETICO FANATICUM, Oder His- 
torie und Beschreibung Der falschen Prophetinnen/ Qváckerinnen/ Schwármerinnen/und 
andern sectirischen und begeisterten Weibes-Personen/ Durch welche die Kirche GOttes 
verunruhiget worden ... (Frankfort, 1704); cf. also Starck, Lubeca (see above, n. 17), 
p. 593). No trace of Anna Walker could be found in any of the standard biographical 
dictionaries. 
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English language sermon by a woman,® and is one of only a handful— 
perhaps only of two—female chiliasts of the early seventeenth century.*’ 

Walkers earliest known work, A SWEETE SAVOR for Woman, was a 
sermon based on the eschatological message of Colossians 4,5: “Walke 
wisely, towarde them that are without, and redeeme the Time.” Anna 
Walker took the words of St. Paul literally. In the letters she left behind 
in Lübeck, the prophetess claimed to have informed several magistrates 
in different countries about the imminent second coming of Christ. 
Her appearance at the Synod of Dordt was one of several stops on a 
tour of Europe, intended to spread the word of His imminent return to 
rule in our hearts in 1621, and again to pass judgment on our souls in 
1623. It is, therefore, entirely possible that one could find more of her 
petitions, remonstrations, and appeals in further archives in England, the 
Netherlands, northern Germany and Denmark. These might help us to 
acquire a clearer picture of the intricacies of her language, her life, and her 
extensive theological opinions. Such new discoveries might also provide 
more information about her activities at the Synod of Dordt. 


8° Cf. Trill, “The First Sermon in English’ (see above, n. 11). 
87 The other being Anna Owena Hoyers. See above, n. 75. 
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I 


"Sibrandus desireth the President first to give him leave to adde some 
few things to that he had spoken the day before: now what he added 
was nothing but a renewing of that strife, which was between him and 
Martinius in the last Session ... Scultetus beginneth with a set speech ... 
but such a speech it was, as I, and I think all the exteri were exceedingly 
grieved it should come from a man of so good worth ... [he said] that 
it was to be feared that they intended to bring in Jesuits Divinity in 
the reformed Churches, and to corrupt the youth committed to their 
charge, with a strange kinde of Divinity ... Scultetus delivered his minde 
in exceeding bitter and disgraceful words, and repeated his bitterest 
sentences twice over ... Gomarus beginneth to go on in the disquisition, 
but I think he delivered a speech against the Bremenses which none but 
a mad man would have uttered ... next he falleth upon Crocius, and 
biddeth the Synod take heed of these men that brought in these monstra, 
portent vocabulorum the barbarismes of the Schools of the Jesuits ... 
with many such speeches, delivered with such sparkling of his eyes, and 
fierceness of pronunciation, as every man wondered the President did 
not cut him off ... at last my L[ord] of Landaffe, in good faith in a 
very grave, short sweet speech, (for which as for one of the best I am 
perswaded he ever delivered, we & all the Exteri thought he deserved 
infinite commendations) he spake to the President to this purpose, that 
this Synodical disquisition was instituted for edification, not for any man 
to show studium contentionis: and therefore did desire him to look that 
the knot of unity were not broken ... the last word was hardly out of my 
L[ordships] lips, but furious Gomarus knowing himself guilty, delivereth 
this wise speech: ‘Reverendissime D. Praesul agendum est hic in Synodo 
non authoritate sed ratione . . ."! 


! Golden Remains of the ever memorable Mr Iohn Hales of Eton College (London, 
1659), 3: 10-11. 
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It is a familiar portrait of the Synod of Dordt in action: the bitter, par- 
tisan attacks ^with sparkling eyes" by Sibrandus Lubbertus, Franciscus 
Gomarus, and Abraham Scultetus upon their opponents (in this case the 
Bremen divines), the apparent complicity of Bogerman the Synod presi- 
dent in the attack, the tactful and modest intervention by the British del- 
egation urging restraint, only to have hostile words vented upon them. 
For many historians this vignette has encapsulated the Synod and the 
roles performed by the different delegates. The account was written and 
sent to the English ambassador Sir Dudley Carleton by Walter Balcan- 
quahall (the representative of the Scottish Church at the Synod) and this 
and other letters written to Carleton by both Balcanquahall and by John 
Hales (Carletons chaplain and later provost of Eton) have occupied a 
prominent place in accounts of the Synod—especially in the English- 
speaking world—ever since their first publication in 1659 in the posthu- 
mous edition of Haless Golden Remains. There are 49 often lengthy 
letters in all—32 by Hales and 17 by Balcanquahall—together with an 
11-page Latin account of the final sessions of the Synod also composed 
by Balcanquahall.? As is evident from our famous opening quotation, the 
letters are strikingly written. Anyone who reads them, especially having 
plodded their way through other accounts, cannot help but be struck by 
their lively and compelling style. Historians have applauded the "frank- 
ness and humor” of Haless “shrewd and witty reports? In the letters of 
both Hales and Balcanquahall there are vivid pen-portraits of individu- 
als, telling characterizations of positions being adopted, appalled excla- 
mations, outrage, irony. All human life is there? The letters’ engaging 
style can partly explain their attraction. What is undeniable is the enor- 
mous influence that the letters have had on the way that the Synod has 


? One letter by Balcanquahall—dated 13 February 1618/19 (s.v.)—is entered out of 
sequence among Hales5 letters (Hales, Golden Remains, 2: 59-61). The 1711 edition of 
Hales’s Works attributes this letter to Hales. It is quite clear from the contents of the letter, 
however, that it can only have been written by Balcanquahall. It should, however, be dated 
13/23 Jan. 1618/19, as it was in Praestantium (1684) (see below, n. 21). (I am grateful to 
Prof. Sinnema for his advice on this point). Robert Peters assumption that this letter 
was written by Hales has led him to misconstrue Hales's response to the dismissal of the 
Remonstrants: R. Peters, ‘John Hales and the Synod of Dordt; in Councils and Assemblies, 
ed. G.J. Cuming and D. Baker (Cambridge, 1971), p. 285; W. Robert Godfrey, John 
Hales’ Good-Night to John Calvin; in Protestant Scholasticism: Essays in Reassessment, 
ed. C.R. Trueman and R.S. Clark (Carlisle, 1999), pp. 170-171. 

3 A.W. Harrison, The Beginnings of Arminianism to the Synod of Dordt (London, 
1926), p. 306; J. Platt, “Eirenical Anglicans at the Synod of Dordt; in Reform and Ref- 
ormation: England and the Continent c. 1500-c. 1750, ed. D. Baker (Oxford, 1979), p. 232. 
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been written and thought about by subsequent generations of historians 
and churchmen. In this paper I intend to note the influence of the letters 
and of the message behind them, but also to scrutinize the circumstances 
of their initial publication and use. I will then demonstrate how other 
materials relating to the Synod have helped to reveal the distortions and 
omissions in Haless and Balcanquahall’s letters. Like all accounts of the 
Synod, they need to carry a government health warning. 

The first analysis to be made of the letters after their publication was 
conducted by Laurence Womock. At the end of his vehemently anti- 
calvinist dialogues entitled The result of false principles (1661) Womock 
published a separate short piece entitled ^A Brief Account of the Synod 
of Dordt Taken out of the Letters of Mr Hales and Mr Belcanqual” 
in which he alerted the reader to a number of features of the Synod 
that the letters revealed. These included "that (generally speaking) the 
Synod were an adverse Party to the Remonstrants;" "that the Provincials 
were a passionate and factious (if not a malicious) Party;" and "that this 
Factious Provincial party swayed matters in this Synod as themselves 
listed? Finally, Womock noted that the letters revealed that matters were 
carried by the “provincials” in an unjust manner: the President dictated 
the Canons, which were drawn up in private; obscure doctrines urged 
by provincial delegates were included in the Canons; the sense of the 
Remonstrants in their writings was misreported and perverted; and 
the Synod would not condemn extreme Contra- Remonstrant doctrines 
despite “the most earnest importunity of the British Divines.” 

All of these points have been taken up and the same quotations 
rehearsed in subsequent histories of the Synod right down to the present 
day. The claims that the Synod was relentlessly partisan and severe in 
its doctrine; that the Dutch provincial delegates were extreme, biased, 
and ignorant parties who had complete control over the debates and 
decisions; that the Canons themselves were drawn up in private and 
foisted upon the foreign delegates, have become standard in English- 
speaking accounts of the Synod. Also influential has been Womocks 
insistence that the doctrine and judgments ofthe Church of England "are 
not at all concerned in the temerarious Decisions of this Synod" (noting 
Balcanquahall’s account of session 134 on 22 April where the British 
delegates insisted that they were not delegates of the Church of England 
and had agreed to Canons that went beyond the express doctrines of the 


4 Laurence Womock, The result of false principles (London, 1661), pp. 221-231. 
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English Church).? The assumption that the Synod had nothing to do with 
the Church of England, and that the English delegates’ presence there was 
an embarrassing irrelevance, also became the orthodoxy among English 
views of the Synod in subsequent centuries. It has become an accepted 
commonplace that the British delegates themselves were completely out 
of favor with the Synod— that their instructions from the king obliged 
them towards a moderation which the rest of the Synod refused to follow, 
and which consequently alienated them from the other delegates. 

The Hales and Balcanquahall letters have played a key role in promot- 
ing this image. But before any assessment of the reliability of the let- 
ters themselves is attempted, it is important to note the circumstances 
in which the letters were initially printed and glossed. The letters were 
published in the middle of a major debate in England concerning the 
doctrine of predestination, and over the official position that the English 
church had maintained on this doctrine in the past. The pamphlet de- 
bate— initially a local controversy in Northamptonshire between Thomas 
Pierce and William Barlee—drew in some of the most important reli- 
gious controversialists of the 1650s, from Edward Reynolds, Daniel Caw- 
drey, John Conant, Anthony Burgess and Richard Baxter to the anti- 
calvinists Henry Hammond, Peter Heylyn and Laurence Womock.’ 

One area of particular dispute concerned the Synod of Dordt and its 
Canons. Here arguments partly focused on the insistence of Womock, 
Pierce and Heylyn in presenting the Synod as upholding a series of 
extreme doctrines which Baxter, Barlee and others maintained were 
falsely charged upon the Synod.? As well as covering the question of 
what was the received doctrine at Dordt, debate also focused on the 
fact of English participation in the Synod. This was one of the trump 
cards in the Calvinist case. William Barlee triumphantly ridiculed his 
anti-calvinist opponent Pierces claim to be “a very genuine sonne to 


5 Ibid., p. 130; Hales, Golden Remains, 3: 40. 

$ Anthony Milton, ed., The British Delegation and the Synod of Dort (1618-1619) 
(Woodbridge 2005), pp. xix-xxi. 

7 FJ. Trott, ‘Prelude to Restoration: Laudians, conformists and the struggle for "Angli- 
canism” in the 1650s’ (University of London PhD thesis, 1992), ch. 4; D.D. Wallace, Puri- 
tans and Predestination: Grace in English Protestant Theology 1525-1695 (Chapel Hill, 
1982), pp. 121-129, 139-148. 

8 Laurence Womock, The Examination of Tilenus before the Triers ... Whereunto 
are annexed The Tenents of the Remonstrants touching the five Articles Voted, Stated and 
imposed, but not disputed, at the Synod of Dordt (London, 1658), pp. 27-85 (see esp. 
pp. 28-29); Richard Baxter, The Grotian Religion Discovered (London, 1658), preface, sigs. 
+ 3'-AS8", C3'-C7*. 
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the Church of England" by noting that Pierce attacked Dordts doctrines 
as being incompatible with those of the English Church. This, Barlee 
claimed, was a direct attack on the British delegates: “were they not the 
visible lawful Representers of our Mother-English Church too? Or must 
we bee so wickedly uncharitable against them, as to looke upon them 
as upon so many Ignaroes, of what the doctrine of their own Mother 
Church was?"? Richard Baxter similarly insisted that British attendance 
at the Synod helped to distinguish this “old Episcopal party” from “the 
New Episcopal Divines” such as Pierce who renounced the Synod.'° The 
English divines, he insisted, were “chief members” of the Synod, and “had 
a great hand in the framing of the Canons, and by consenting, did as 
much to make them obligatory to us in England, as commonly is done 
in General Councils by the Delegates of Most Nations.”'! A remarkably 
positive account of British participation in the Synod was also provided 
in the moderate Calvinist Thomas Fuller’s The Church-History of Britain 
(published in 1656). Fuller printed in full the Kings directions to the 
delegates, Joseph Hall's emotional farewell to Dordt as a place “so fair 
and heavenly" which he would remember with heartfelt affection, and 
the States General's letter to the King that applauded the success of the 
Synod, the unanimous agreement ofthe foreign delegates, and the central 
role played by the British delegation. Fuller also included the full text of 
the oath sworn by the delegates at the beginning of the Synod that they 
would study all issues impartially according to the scriptures, and Hall's 
trenchant denial of the later claim that an oath had been sworn at the 
beginning “to vote down the Remonstrants and their Doctrines,’ along 
with proof that the British delegates had not failed to speak in defense of 
episcopacy when the Belgic Confession was debated.'? 

While Pierce did his best to argue that the British delegates had 
repented of their positions after the Synod, the presence of the British 
delegates at Dordt nevertheless continued to be a thorn in the side 
of the anti-calvinist position.? Publication of the letters of Hales and 
Balcanquahall, which seemed to offer such a critique of the Synod's 


? William Barlee, Praedestination (London, 1657), pp. 17-18, 24. 

10 Richard Baxter, Five Disputations (London, 1659), preface, p. 7. 

11 Ibid; Reliquiae Baxterianae 1.1 (London, 1696), p. 113. See also Baxter, A Key for 
Catholicks (London, 1659), p. 417. 

12 Thomas Fuller, The church-history of Britain from the birth of Jesus Christ untill the 
year M.DC.XLVIII (1656), bk. 10, pp. 77-86. See also Milton, British Delegation (see 
above, n. 6), pp. 92-94, 191-192, 352-353, 393. 

13 Thomas Pierce, An impartial inquiry (London, 1660), pp. 173-174. 
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proceedings and so vivid an expression of the British delegates’ sense 
of alienation from them, was therefore very felicitously timed. The anti- 
calvinist agenda behind the publication is evident in a number of ways. 
Firstly, there is the fact that the letters were published in a collection of 
the works of John Hales. While a case could be made for the inclusion 
of Haless letters in such a volume, there is no obvious rationale (apart 
from the desire to build an anti-calvinist case) for the publication of 
letters by Balcanquahall (who apparently was not even an acquaintance 
of Hales) describing at length events which Hales did not witness. All 
the seventeenth-century English publications of the letters (in 1659, 
1673 and 1688) appear in editions of Haless Golden Remains, and the 
alleged attitudes of Hales are used to gloss the letters as a whole. Hales’s 
own letters are provided with an important and famous gloss, when 
Anthony Farindon comments that the letters should be read in the light 
of John Haless later alleged remark that at the Synod he “bid John Calvin 
goodnight"—the implication almost seems to be that the Church of 
England did so too. Farindon himself was a staunch Laudian and anti- 
calvinist, as was the man who oversaw the publication of the volume after 
Farindons death, John Pearson, who was a friend of Peter Gunning (who 
edited Haless sermons in the same collection) and Matthew Wren.'4 
It is also notable that the anti-calvinist editors do not seem to have 
been averse to italicizing passages in the letters to which they wished to 
draw attention (most notably in a letter of Balcanquahall in which the 
author stated that he would lose his hand rather than subscribe some 
propositions of provincial delegates on the Second Article, and also that 
the directions that the delegates had received from Secretary Naunton 
seemed to desire them to adopt a more universalist reading of Christs 
atonement).P? 

In this context, it was appropriate that it was Womock who wrote the 
first published commentary on the letters. Womock was a determined 
opponent of the Synod and of Calvinism more generally. His Exami- 
nation of Tilenus before the Triers (1658) and Arcana Dogmatum Anti- 
Remonstrantium (1659) offered devastating criticisms of the Synod in 
which he paid careful attention to critiques made in Episcopius Antido- 


14 Oxford Dictionary of National Biography, s.n. ‘John Pearson? On Farindon’s church- 
manship see K. Fincham and N. Tyacke, Altars Restored. The Changing Face of English 
Religious Worship, 1547-c. 1700 (Oxford, 2007), pp. 290, 297-298. 

15 Hales, Golden Remains, 3: 28 (see also pp. 2, 4). 
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tum and in other works by Malderus, Dausquius, Tilenus and others.! 
The letters were also rapidly put to use by the acerbic Laudian polemicist 
Peter Heylyn. He had previously sought merely to brush off the British 
participation in the Synod as being a reflection of King Jamess desire 
to support the House of Orange—the king had therefore sent divines 
to Dordt whom he could be sure would condemn the Remonstrants.!” 
But while he would continue to maintain this point, Heylyn also moved 
swiftly to exploit the newly-published letters in his Historia Quinqu- 
Articularis, completed in December 1659, a matter of months after the 
publication of Haless Golden remains. Here Heylyn printed in full Bal- 
canquahall’s letter of 23 February (from which we quoted in the begin- 
ning of this article), and was also happy to cite his “dear Friend, Mr Hales” 
as an impartial witness to Bogermans dismissal of the Remonstrants with 
a "most bitter Oration, his eyes seeming to sparkle fire, for the very fear, 
or fervency of spirit which was then upon him" (although Hales nowhere 
used these precise words).!? 

The letters were also seized upon by Dutch Remonstrants, and the 
Dutch publications of the letters appeared in still more explicitly Remon- 
strant dress. The distinguished Remonstrant Philip van Limborch had 
already published in Dutch translation Womocks devastating 1661 com- 
mentary on the letters, having been alerted to Womock’s work (and 
authorship) by Thomas Pierce.'? Van Limborch next published a com- 
plete Dutch translation of the letters in 1671 as Korte historie van het 
Synode van Dordrecht, but still appended to this volume a second impres- 
sion of Womocks searing abridgement, which guided the reader to the 


16 Womock, Examination of Tilenus; Aracana Dogmatum Anti-Remonstrantium. Or 
the Calvinists cabinet unlockd. In An Apology for Tilenus against a pretended Vindication 
of the Synod of Dordt (London, 1659). Note also the rich collection of Remonstrant and 
other anti-synodal writings in Womock’s library: Bibliotheca Womockiana, sive Catalogus 
variorum librorum instructissimae Bibliothecae Rev. Doct. Dr. Laurent. Womock (London, 
1687). 

17 Peter Heylyn, Observations on the Historie of the Reign of King Charles (London, 
1656), p. 24. See also the same point in his Historia Quinqu-Articularis (London, 1660), 1: 
71-72, 76; Cyprianus Anglicus (London, 1668), p. 82; and Aerius redivivus: or the History 
of the Presbyterians, 2nd ed. (London, 1672), p. 397. 

18 Heylyn, Historia Quinqu-Articularis (see above, n. 17), 1: 58-63, 66. See also the 
detailed summary of Balcanquahall’s letter in Heylyn, Aerius redivivus (see above, n. 17), 
p. 398. 

1? Korte overweginge het Synode van Dordrecht (Gouda, 1670); Korte historie van het 
Synode van Dordrecht (Gouda, 1671); ... Bibliotheek van de Universiteit van Amsterdam, 
MS M35d. It is interesting to note that it was only in the Dutch editions that Womock's 
authorship was acknowledged. 
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most "incriminating" material. Van Limborch also added lengthy pref- 
aces of his own to both works, in which he emphasized the impor- 
tance of Balcanquahall's and Haless testimonies as eye-witnesses of anti- 
Remonstrant sympathies, and the intellectual distinction and integrity of 
John Pearson, who had published the letters.?? 

Still more intriguing is van Limborch’s publication of the same letters 
in Latin translation in the 1684 second edition of his Praestantium ac 
eruditorum virorum epistolae, as in this case they included a letter of Bal- 
canquahall’s that had not been printed in the English edition.?! The letter 
had presumably been forwarded to van Limborch by either the editor of 
the earlier collection, John Pearson himself (with whom van Limborch 
corresponded), or another of his English anti-calvinist correspondents, 
who included Thomas Pierce and Peter Gunning. (It is notable that a few 
years earlier a second edition of the Golden remains in 1673 had also 
included new documents relating to the British delegation at Dordt, prin- 
cipally concerning their divisions on the issue ofthe atonement).? In his 
preface to the 1684 Praestantium collection van Limborch emphasized 
the unique importance and authority of the Hales and Balcanquahall let- 
ters.? He would also draw upon them in his biography of the Remon- 
strant hero Simon Episcopius.’ 

A more long-lasting association of the letters with the Remonstrant 
cause was effected by the Remonstrant historian and colleague of van 
Limborchs, Geeraert Brandt (whose son published a Dutch translation 
of Peter Heylyns notorious Historia Quinqu-Articularis). Brandt quoted 
from the letters at great length amid various Remonstrant accounts in 
the detailed narrative of the Synod of Dordt contained in the third 


0 Korte Historie (see above, n. 19), voorreden, sigs. (*)11"-(**)1*; Korte overweginge 
(see above, n. 19), pp. 404-409. 

?! Praestantium ac Eruditorum Virorum Epistolae Ecclesiasticae et Theologicae varii 
argumenti ... Editio secunda, ab innumeris mendis repurgata, & altera parte auctior, ed. 
Christianus Hartsoecker and Philippus van Limborch (Amsterdam, 1684), pp. 565-566 
(the letter is dated 26 March 1619). I am very grateful to Professor Sinnema for drawing 
this letter to my attention. The first edition ofthe Praestantium did not include any of the 
Hales and Balcanquahall letters. The new Balcanquahall letter was not included in the 
1688 edition of the Golden Remains. 

2 Abr. des Amorie van der Hoeven, De Joanne Clerico et Philippo a Limborch Disser- 
tationes Duae (Amsterdam, 1843), 2: 25, 37; Bibliotheek van de Universiteit van Amster- 
dam, MSS III D 16, fols. 14", 267", 27°’, 30-31", 33-34, 45, 69, 70, 73, 114, 115", 116, 
125" Y, 132-133", 136-137", 142-145, 146-149, 152; M 35, a-n. 

23 Praestantium (see above, n. 21), sig. * 3". 

4 Philip van Limborch, Historia vitae Simonis Episcopii (Amsterdam, 1701), pp. 205- 
208, 210-222, 228-230, 233-236. 
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volume of his Historie der Reformatie en andere kerkelyke geschiedenissen 
in em ontrent de Nederlanden (1704), which in its English translation 
has become a basic source for modern English-speaking historians of 
the Synod, who seem to have been unaware of Brandts parti pris.” By 
contrast, the Calvinist minister Henricus Ruyl condemned the book as 
"an Arminian history" because it was written "by an Arminian, from 
Arminian sources, for the benefit of Arminians,” and Brandts treatment 
of the evidence (and particularly his use of the letters of Hales and 
Balcanquahall) received a voluminous critique from the Calvinist scholar 
Jacobus Leydekker.? 

A combination of the Hales and Balcanquahall letters and Brandt's 
translated Historie has crucially shaped (and continues to shape) English- 
speaking accounts of the Synod." This influence has partly reflected an 
appreciation of their engaging style and linguistic convenience (other 
sources relevant to the Synod exist mostly in Latin and Dutch, but the 
Hales and Balcanquahall letters are written in English, and the eigh- 
teenth-century English translation of Brandts Historie has also made 
most of Balcanquahall’s Latin account of the final sessions available in 
English). But their influence also seems to reflect the fact that the letters 


25 Peter Heylyn, Historie van de vijf artikelen: of Een verklaring van ’t gevoelen der 
Westersche Kerken, en in 't bysonder van de kerk van Engelant, in de vijf verschilpunten, 
heedensdaegs overgehaelt onder de naem van Arminianerye (1687). Van Limborch had 
earlier expressed a wish that Heylyns book should be translated into Dutch: Korte 
overweginge (see above, n, 19), pp. 402-403. Brandt also includes a detailed summary of 
Womock’s Korte overweginge in the third volume of his Historie der Reformatie en andere 
kerkelyke geschiedenissen in en omtrent de Nederlanden (Rotterdam, 1704), pp. 622-624 
(and cites Heylyn—pp. 569, 622). On Brandt see S.B.J. Zilverberg, ‘Gerard Brandt als 
kerkhistoricus; Nederlands Archief voor kerkgeschiedenis 49 (1968). 

26 P, Burke, "The Politics of Reformation History: Burnet and Brandt; in Clio’ Mirror. 
Historiography in Britain and the Netherlands, ed. A.C. Duke and C.A. Tamse (Zutphen, 
1985), p. 76; Jacobus Leydekker, Eere van de Nationale Synode van Dordregt ... Tegen de 
beschuldingen van G. Brand in syn Historie der Reformatie, 2 vols. (Amsterdam, 1705- 
1707), 1: 18, 439-444, 505, 525-528; 2: 14, 25. For a defense of the use of the letters by 
Brandt see J. Brandts Verantwoording van de Historie der Reformatie van wylen zyn Vader 
G. Brandt, Tegens de Beschuldigingen van Jacobus Leidekker (Amsterdam, 1705), pp. 24- 
29. 

27 E.g. Harrison, Beginnings (see above, n. 3), pp. 306-383; Peters, ‘John Hales’ (see 
above, n. 2), pp. 281-286; Platt, “Eirenical Anglicans’ (see above, n. 3), pp. 236-242; 
W.B. Patterson, King James VI and I and the Reunion of Christendom (Cambridge, 1997), 
pp. 271-275; P. White, Predestination, Policy and Polemic. Conflict and Consensus in 
the English Church from the Reformation to the Civil War (Cambridge, 1992), pp. 181- 
188, 199-201; N. Tyacke, Anti-Calvinists. The Rise of English Arminianism c. 1590-1640 
(Oxford, 1987), pp. 95-99. 
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appear to convey a message that many people wanted to hear. In essence, 
they depict a hostile, unreasonable and vengeful Synod bent on destroy- 
ing its Remonstrant opponents and imposing a narrow and extreme set 
of doctrinal formulations, with the British delegates becoming a lone 
(and increasingly impotent) voice appealing for sense and moderation. 
Dutch Remonstrant writers and historians have been pleased to deploy 
a source that seems to depict so vividly the unreasonable hostility and 
vindictiveness of their opponents. And theologians and historians of the 
Church of England have relished the apparent unreasonableness, dogma- 
tism and extremism of all the non-English Calvinist divines at the Synod. 
Even those English commentators and ecclesiastical historians of mod- 
erate Calvinist sympathies, who were prepared to see the British dele- 
gates as holding Calvinist opinions, have still been able to use the let- 
ters to depict the delegates as being appalled by the excesses of foreign 
Calvinism, and have thus managed to excuse the British delegates (and 
by extension English Calvinism itself) for having done their best to dis- 
tance themselves from the unpleasantness of the Synod.?? 

Any misgivings over the content of the letters could be assuaged by 
their apparent objectivity. The letters provide what is often a highly 
critical account of the Synod's procedures and of the conduct of some 
of its most prominent members, and yet they are written by associates 
of a British delegation that formed part of the Synod and ultimately 
subscribed to the Canons. Not only this, but as van Limborch and 
other commentators noted, Balcanquahall in particular seems to have 
been one of the more strongly Calvinist members of the delegation, 
favoring a harsher line on the issue of the atonement than some of 
the other members of the British delegation—and yet if anything he 
seems to be more scathing than Hales in his criticism of the behavior 
of foreign Calvinists.” This apparent objectivity seems all the more 


28 Milton, British Delegation (see above, n. 6), pp. xix-xxi, xxxvii. At the other extreme 
is the bizarre argument of A.T. van Deursen that the British delegates stood out from the 
other delegates only in their arrogance. He claims that the "primary objective seems to 
have been to maintain the prestige of the English, and that their actions showed only 
"their strong sense of dignity": A.Th. van Deursen, ‘England and the Synod of Dordt; 
in The Exchange of Ideas: Religion, Scholarship and Art in Anglo-Dutch Relations in the 
Seventeenth Century, ed. S. Groenveld and M. Wintle (Zutphen, 1994), p. 37. This may 
have been how Gomarus saw things, but it makes little sense of the surviving evidence of 
the intentions and behavior of the British delegates. 

2? Praestantium (see above, n. 21), sig. * 3"; Korte historie (see above, n. 19), voor-reden, 
sigs. (*)11"-(**)1* Korte overweginge (see above, n. 19), pp. 407-409. See also van der 
Hoeven, De Joanne Clerico (see above, n. 22), 2: 93-94. 
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convincing given that the official published account of the Synod—the 
Acta—presents a bland and highly selective summary of the events at 
the Synod which completely ignores the angry exchanges revealed in the 
letters of Hales and Balcanquahall.?? 

Despite their influence, however, there are problems with the Hales 
and Balcanquahall letters, and the picture of the Synod that they present. 
The anti-calvinist agenda of those behind the publication of the letters 
does not seem to have led them to interfere with the actual text of the 
letters (from what one can judge from the surviving manuscripts)?! apart 
from some pointed italicization, although, as we shall see, they glossed 
them in a misleading fashion and offered highly selective readings of their 
contents. But beyond the partial motives of those who first published 
and commented upon the letters, the letters themselves raise problems 
of objectivity, representativeness, accuracy and completeness. 


II 


We may begin with the authors of the letters themselves. Haless reported 
decision to “bid John Calvin good night” has been allowed to gloss 
not just his own response to the Synod, but also that of the British 
delegation and (in a sense) the Church of England itself, while Hales’s 
lauded moderation in the rest of his writings published in the Golden 
Remains implicitly suggests that his response to Dordt was the only 
appropriate one for a moderate-minded churchman to make. But did 
Hales indeed “bid John Calvin good night”? This is, after all, a second- 
hand posthumous report. In fact, Haless letters do not display the simple 
alienation from the Synod that some later historians have assumed. His 
reactions are varied, sometimes approving of Gomarus and disapproving 
of Episcopius and the Remonstrants, and it is arguably the proximity of 
Balcanquahall’s more outspoken letters, and the priming of the reader 


3° See for example G. Brandt, The history of the Reformation and other ecclesiastical 
transactions in and about the Low Countries, 4 vols. (London, 1722), 3: 66, 72, 80, 109 
(also pp. 96, 134); Milton, British Delegation (see above, n. 6), p. 326 n. 14. 

31 Compare Hales, Golden Remains, 2: 61-64, and TNA, SP 84/88, fol. 19". The Latin 
translations of the letters in Praestantium (see above, n. 21) are also accurate, and only 
omit occasional references to domestic events (eg Balcanquahall’s letter of 17 March 
1619 in Praestantium p. 559 omits the first paragraph discussing English matters (cf. 
Hales, Golden remains, 3: 27-29), and his letter 4/14 April in Praestantium p. 566 omits 
a paragraph of gossip (cf. Hales, Golden remains, 3: 34-35)). 
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in advance that Hales “bid John Calvin good night,” that have led some 
historians to read into the letters a fundamental antipathy towards the 
Synod that is not in fact there.? Indeed, W. Robert Godfrey has argued 
that even Haless writings in the aftermath of the Synod do not display 
any dramatic shift of religious position: as one later author wrote, if Hales 
said goodnight to Calvin at Dordt, “yet it was likely he was reconciled to 
him the next morning??? Even if Hales’s views did indeed change, then, 
they may have altered more incrementally over his career, rather than 
in direct response to the events at Dordt. Historians are also still prone 
to assume that Hales left the Synod in disgust at the expulsion of the 
Remonstrants, whereas in fact he departed for the practical reason that, 
as he was not an official delegate, he was unable to attend the increasing 
number of private sessions of the Synod.** Moreover, whatever Hales's 
own impressions, it would be inappropriate to take them as representative 
of the British delegation as a whole. Hales, after all, was not even a 
member of the British delegation. He was Dudley Carleton’s chaplain, 
and could only comment on what he heard (as a member of the public) 
in the formal open sessions of the Synod. It is certainly not clear that 
the delegates regularly took him into their confidence, and he was not 
a party to the delegations internal debates, or to their private meetings 
with other delegates. Hales missed the early sessions of the Synod, and 
then left when the Synod was only half over. 

Walter Balcanquahall, by contrast, was a full member of the British 
delegation, but he is also not an unproblematic source. In fact, he was 
very far from being the most well-informed or closely integrated of the 
British delegates. He did not arrive until the Synod had been in session 
for over four weeks. By that stage the other delegates had already been 
together for some two months and had worked together in drafting 
several papers for the Synod.” Also, while King James insisted that 
the delegates should think of themselves as a single British delegation, 


32 Godfrey, ‘Hales’ Good-Night (see above, n. 2), pp. 169-172; Peters, ‘John Hales’ (see 
above, n. 2). 

33 Godfrey, ‘Hales’ Good-Night (see above, n. 2). See also Leydekker, Eere (see above, 
n. 26), 1: 441-444; Augustus Toplady, The Church of England. vindicated from the charge 
of Arminianism (London, 1769), p. 63. For the traditional reading of Hales’s position, see 
Peters, John Hales’ (see above, n. 2); J.H. Elson, John Hales of Eton (New York, 1948), 
pp. 65-82. 

34 Patterson, King James VI and I (see above, n. 27), p. 268; White, Predestination (see 
above, n. 27), p. 183. 

35 Milton, British Delegation (see above, n. 6), pp. 96, 105-106, 133-146, 162-167. 
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Balcanquahall was specifically intended to act as a representative of the 
Scottish church (whereas all the other delegates were representatives 
of the Church of England), and he seems to have sat on a separate 
row from that of his colleagues. There is no evidence that he knew 
any of the other delegates beforehand. He was also easily the most 
junior of the British delegates—he was only thirty-two years of age 
(the head of the delegation, Bishop Carleton, was fifty-nine, and the 
others all in their forties), and unlike them Balcanquahall had held no 
significant university or ecclesiastical appointment.?6 It would therefore 
hardly be surprising if the other delegates did not seek to keep this 
junior, marginal delegate fully informed of their thoughts and activities. 
In fact, it seems likely that the other delegates actually deliberately kept 
things from Balcanquahall. This may well have stemmed from the fact 
that they became aware in February that their private discussions and 
disagreements over the atonement were being leaked to the British agent 
Dudley Carleton. Balcanquahall had urged Carleton to "take notice of 
it, but no wayes as from me,’ and when Carleton subsequently wrote 
to the delegates on this matter Balcanquahall noted that this “caused 
some anger here with the informer, who was unknown to them? While 
Balcanquahall may have thought that his identity as the informer was 
unknown, it seems highly likely that the other delegates identified the 
newly-introduced delegate as the culprit, and it would only be natural if 
they subsequently avoided discussing sensitive issues in his presence.?7 
Certainly, Balcanquahall makes no further mention of divisions among 
the delegates, and confines his comments almost exclusively to the public 
sessions of the Synod.** When Balcanquahall expresses astonishment at 
a new development at the Synod, then, we should not always assume that 
the other delegates were also taken by surprise. 

Moreover, it is important to grasp that we should not expect 
Balcanquahalls letters to be simple, dispassionate, factual accounts. 


36 Even the Swiss delegate Breytinger described Balcanquahall as “vir admodum 
juvenis" (C. van der Woude, Sibrandus Lubbertus leven en werken (Kampen, 1963), 
P- 467). 

37 Hales, Golden remains, 3: 2-3. 

38 Similarly, at a later stage of the Synod, when Balcanquahall was anxious to alert 
Dudley Carleton to the danger that Bogerman seemed to be setting out to draw up the 
Canons by himself, he urged the entire British delegation to write a collective letter of 
complaint to the ambassador since otherwise if Carleton acted on the basis of a letter 
from Balcanquahall alone “the rest of my Colleagues must needs have suspected that your 
L[ordship] had had intelligence from me" (ibid., 3: 32). 
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Balcanquahall was a man who was anxious for advancement, and his role 
as delegate-informer potentially offered a route to further promotion at 
court and in the church. He had recently lost the mastership of the Savoy 
to the apostate archbishop MarcAntonio de Dominis, and was anxious to 
prove his worth in order to regain royal patronage. In the next decades 
he was unscrupulous in suggesting to the dominant “Arminian” forces in 
church and state that he could use his credentials as a Dordt delegate 
to win over or dupe Calvinist opponents of the crown. Bidding for a 
bishopric in 1627, he promised “unquestionable fidelitie" to the royal 
favorite the duke of Buckingham and claimed “I am more lyklye to doe 
his G[race] service then any newe Bishope which can be made at this 
tyme, for my being at the Synode of Dordt will give the Woorld much 
satisfaction concerning his G[race’s] indifferency to both sides [in the 
Arminian controversy] ... and bringing me into that howse [of Lords] 
will doe his G[race] some service ... in regaird of my credit with many 
of the Uther syde??? In the 1630s he attempted to play the same double 
game. He delivered a court sermon that tried to imitate the intensified 
ceremonialist concerns of William Laud, while still trying to assure his 
friends that he was out of favor with the establishment. The Scottish 
Covenanter Robert Baillie reported in 1640 that “not long since, both 
in England and Scotland,’ Balcanquahall “did desire to be esteemed by 
his friends, one of those whom Canterburie [Laud] did maligne, and 
hold down for his certaine and known resolutions, and reputed abilitie to 
oppose his Grace’s Arminian, and Popish innovations.” In fact, however, 
Balcanquahall was acting as an agent of the authorities during the Prayer 
Book upheavals in Scotland. The Marquis of Hamilton reported to Laud 
that Balcanquahall could do unique service for the king “for he hath 
gotte a great hand with that part of the Covenanting clergie, whom he 
hath made resent the tyrannie of some of the rest of the ministers ... 
by these men he cometh to knowe all the secrets of that pairtie.” Baillie 
was soon complaining resentfully that “we have been much mistaken 
with that man: we esteemed him ever a Dordracenist, and opposed to 


3° The National Archives, SP 16/49/40. As evidence of his support for Buckingham and 
the authorities, Balcanquahall also stressed his earnestness in enforcing the controversial 
forced loan in Kent. He also claimed that the ex-ambassador Dudley Carleton would be 
“a suitor and Undertaker for me.” Another paper (TNA, SP 16/52/55) lays out the various 
bargains and exchanges that Balcanquahall was proposing for the different bishoprics that 
were currently available. 
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Canterburie [Laud] in that cause; bot now we see he hes made the King 
in his Manifesto print as much for Arminians as the heart of Canterburie 
could wish"? Balcanquahall may often have been too clever for his own 
good, but his constant attempts to play political games to secure his 
advancement should warn historians of the Synod that he was no political 
novice simply seeking to describe what he saw. 

In the context of the Synod of Dordt, then, it seems likely that Bal- 
canquahall would have sought to use the opportunity to represent him- 
self in the best possible light to his correspondents (who were also his 
patrons), and presumably (where possible) to have provided them with 
what they wanted to hear. If Balcanquahall seems very keen in his letters 
to emphasize the distance between the British and the other delegates, 
and to blame apparently hardline decisions on the existence of a united 
continental front against the British, there may sometimes be tactical rea- 
sons involved. Balcanquahalls reports were all intended to be sent on to 
the King, who had instructed the delegates to uphold a moderate line—it 
was important, therefore, that the King be reassured that the delegates 
were following his instructions. The letters are not therefore a compre- 
hensive account of events, but are partly intended to offer a vindication of 
the behavior of the British delegates. The letters’ simplistic picture of “the 
British versus the rest" thereby validated the English position: it demon- 
strated that they were pursuing James’ policy, and defended their failure 
to impose this policy effectively upon the rest of the Synod. The prob- 
lem is, of course, that historians therefore walk away with precisely this 
picture. 

Itshould be apparent already that Hales and Balcanquahall are unlikely 
to have been able to give us the most well-informed account ofthe activ- 
ities of the Synod. But the problem is not just that they may omit to men- 
tion some details of synodal events. Rather, while these letters contain 
much that is valuable, they also run the danger of giving us a very dis- 
torted, narrow and selective view of the Synod as a whole. If we begin 
with the letters (and especially as anti-calvinists have presented their con- 
tents), we run the risk that they can dictate how other sources are read— 
and not least how we read and interpret the Canons. 


40 Robert Baillie, Ladensium AYTOKATAKPIXIX The Canterburians Self-Conviction 
(3rd ed., 1641), p. 14; The Letters and Journals of Robert Baillie, ed. D. Laing, 3 vols. 
(Edinburgh, 1841-1842), 1: 141, 478-479. 
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The prominent role that the letters have assumed in accounts of the Synod 
is now less justified than ever given the massive abundance of other 
available sources, from the journals of Caspar Sibelius (minister from 
Overijssel), Theodorus Heyngius (elder of the Church of Amsterdam), 
Theodore Tronchin (Genevan delegate) and Edward Davenant (nephew 
of the British delegate John Davenant), to the letters of the Swiss delegate 
Breytinger, the Geneva delegate Deodati and the delegates from Hesse. 
To these rich sources can be added the voluminous notebooks and 
papers of the British delegate Samuel Ward and the enormous store of 
materials in the Oud Synodaal Archief. Many of these sources have been 
recognized and exploited much more fully by Dutch historians—from 
Barend Glasius in the nineteenth century onwards—than by English- 
speaking historians (with the striking exception of Donald Sinnema).*! 
The diaries in particular have been analyzed collectively and synthesized 
for accounts of the period before the Remonstrants arrived at the Synod, 
and for the period after the Canons had been agreed. However, no such 
synthesis has been undertaken for the actual Synod itself.“ A full account 
of the Synod itself based upon a thorough analysis of these unexploited 
(and in some cases virtually unread) sources still awaits its historian, 
although (as this volume demonstrates) it is already clear that these 
new materials demand some serious re-thinking of traditional readings 
of the Synod. Not the least, this abundance of sources should ensure 
that the Hales and Balcanquahall letters play a less prominent role in 
interpretations of the Synod of Dordt from now on. All of these sources 
enable us not just to fill in gaps in the Hales and Balcanquahall letters. 
They also enable us to compare, contrast, supplement and also critically 
evaluate the comments of Hales and Balcanquahall. Most importantly, 
they provide us with a very different context in which to read what Hales 
and Balcanquahall wrote, and can help to demonstrate how, primed by 


^! B. Glasius, Geschiedenis der Nationale Synode, 2 vols. (Leiden, 1860-1861), 2: 1-11 
n. 1; H. Kaajan, ed., De Pro-Acta der Dordtsche Synode in 1618 (Rotterdam, 1914), pp. 4-8; 
H.H. Kuyper, ed., De Post-Acta of Nahandelingen van de Nationale Synode van Dordrecht 
in 1618 en 1619 gehouden (Amsterdam, 1899), pp. 1-36; D.W. Sinnema, “The Issue of 
Reprobation at the Synod of Dordt (1618-1619) in light of the history of this doctrine’ 
(University of St Michael’s College, Toronto PhD thesis, 1985). 

2 Kaajan, ed., Pro-Acta (see above, n. 41); Kuyper, Post-Acta (see above, n. 41). Kaajan's 
De Groote Synode van Dordrecht in 1618-1619 (Amsterdam, 1918) does make use of a full 
range of sources in its account of the main synodal proceedings. 
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the English and Dutch anti-calvinist readings of the letters, historians 
may have attached a distorted significance to some of the events that the 
letters describe. 

We can begin by identifying two major gaps in this apparently com- 
plete series of letters. Firstly, they contain very little information about 
the meetings that took place outside the formal sessions of the Synod. 
Hales does not even provide a complete account of the formal sessions: 
he arrived after the first twelve sessions, and he was not allowed to attend 
closed sessions. Balcanquahall seems to have set himself effectively only 
to record the formal sessions. But we need to remember that on many 
days there were no formal sessions of the Synod. Given that the morning 
and afternoon sessions were numbered separately, if we take the period 
from the beginning of the Synod to the end of the main proceedings and 
the departure of the foreign delegates (session 154), this was a period 
when theoretically 356 sessions could have taken place. In other words, 
there were 202 sessions that did not happen— but of course that does not 
mean that nothing was going on. On the contrary, we have to factor in the 
equivalent of 202 sessions of informal discussion, debate and thinking. 
And that is not even to mention the meals and meetings that clearly took 
place between and after formal sessions. If we only look at records of for- 
mal sessions, we can end up with a severely attenuated sense of what was 
going on, and of how different groups and delegations were interacting. 
Indeed, apart from some of the set-piece dramas (such as the expulsion 
of the Remonstrants) it could even be argued that the official sessions 
of the Synod—formalized and regulated as they mostly were, with pre- 
pared papers being read out—were often the less important events. As 
in many church councils before and since (and, indeed, in most organi- 
zations) the most important discussions often took place at earlier com- 
mittee stages, where the real arguments happened and the deals and com- 
promises were hammered out, so that the formal public meetings were 
staged agreements of a manufactured consensus. The fact that at Dordt 
even the formal meetings of the whole Synod sometimes involved open 
disagreements is evidence, not that such informal prior discussions did 
not take place, but that they were not in themselves able to secure full 
agreement or to anticipate where all disagreements might arise. 

Other materials demonstrate there to have been vastly more inter- 
action between delegates than we might ever have imagined if we had 
restricted ourselves to accounts of the formal presentations made by indi- 
vidual delegations in the full sessions of the Synod and the disgruntled 
asides in Balcanquahall’s letters. Even Balcanquahall mentions in passing 
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private meetings, conversations and meals with Bogerman and the sec- 
retaries Festus Hommius and Daniel Heinsius, but it is clear that British 
informal contacts stretched well beyond these synodal officials.*? Letters 
survive in which the Bremen divines invite the British delegates to read 
over their draft theses to advise on whatever they wished to be added, 
removed or altered in them, stressing that they would regard such advice 
as a special favor “as we have done before.” The British clearly had regu- 
lar meetings with the Palatine delegates to discuss procedures and strat- 
egy. There were also meetings chaired by the British to reconcile differ- 
ences among foreign delegations (what Bishop Carleton referred to as the 
"little synod" which he chaired). As the meetings with the Palatine del- 
egates are only mentioned once by Balcanquahall, and the "little synod" 
is only once recorded in a letter from the bishop published in the 1673 
edition of the Golden remains, it is often assumed that these were unique 
gatherings, and that only one “little synod" ever met, but apparent allu- 
sions elsewhere suggest that such meetings were more frequent.* What 
happened in the formal sessions was thus often thoroughly rehearsed 
beforehand with other delegations. Here it may also be the case that his- 
torians have sometimes been misled by the issue of precedence. As the 
delegates of the leading Protestant state, the British divines were given 
precedence and always spoke first when the foreign delegates were invited 
to comment. This can often give the appearance that they were leading 
the debate when they may simply have been going first with an agreed 
position. 

Moreover, these other sources reveal other delegates activities that are 
not as closely tied to precise synodal discussions, but which are poten- 
tially just as important in giving us a sense ofthe nature ofthe interaction 
between the different delegations. One moment of high symbolic signif- 
icance was the attendance of Bishop Carleton, the head of the British 
delegation, at a feast given by the Swiss delegates to celebrate the one- 
hundredth anniversary of the Swiss reformation. Indeed, it is clear that 
Carleton enjoyed very amicable relations with the Swiss and Genevan 


^ Hales, Golden remains, 3: 29-30. Balcanquahall also refers to attempts by the British 
delegates privately to bring the Palatine and Bremen delegates together, but this only 
seems to have been because he was directly involved in this procedure himself (pp. 12, 
15). 

“4 Bodleian Library, Oxford., Tanner MS 74, fol. 1537. 

45 Milton, British Delegation (see above, n. 6), pp. 198-199, 218 n. 111; Hales, Golden 
remains, ii. p. 60. 
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divines.*6 It is also possible that the British divines attended a corporate 
communion with the other delegates. Delegations continued to exchange 
draft suffrages with each other for comments, or had working lunches 
and dinners between sessions. The British and Palatine delegates dined 
together to celebrate the safe delivery of a child to the Elector Palatine. 
The delegates from Drenthe seem to have attended the English church at 
Dordt with the British divines.“ 

The absence of allusions to these interactions in the Hales and Bal- 
canquahall letters, and the attention given to the descriptions of angry 
exchanges between delegates in the context of John Hales’s good-night to 
Calvin, have helped to generate a false picture of British isolation from 
the other foreign delegations. Balcanquahall’s striking descriptions of 
clashes between individual members of the British delegation and other 
delegates in open sessions have tended to create in the reader a sense of 
a barely-concealed warfare fought between the British delegates and the 
rest of the Synod.** The reality would appear to have been rather different. 

Related to this point is a further notable gap in the letters: in the 
published English versions of the letters they contain only the barest 
allusion to the three-week period following session 128 (25 March). This 
was a time in which a set of draft Canons were drawn up by a special 
committee and circulated and debated among the different delegations, 
who drew up objections and amendments, which were further debated 
and the Canons modified—all of this prior to the formal approval of 
the revised Canons when the official sessions recommenced on 16 April 
(which was in many ways merely a rubber-stamp to approve the final 
result of three weeks of intensive debate) This period is in many ways 


46 ‘Literarum Consiliorumque Theologicorum, &c. Hactenus ineditorum de Synodo 
Dordracena Farrago, ex Actis illius Synodi Breitingerianis excerpta; in Miscellanea Tigu- 
rina, Edita, Inedita (2 theil, 3 ausgabe) (Zurich, 1723), pp. 412, 427; M. Graf, ed., Beitrage 
zur Kenntniss der Geschichte der Synode von Dordrecht, Aus Dokter Wolfgang Meyers 
under Antistes Johann Jakob Breytinger’s Papieren gezogen (Basle, 1825), p. 191. See also 
the report by Joannes Henricus Waser (who accompanied the Swiss delegate Breitinger 
to Dordt) to his father Professor Kaspar Waser of Zurich that “Bretingerus ut aliqua fes- 
tivitate tam divini beneficii, et beati Zwinglii memoriae celebraretur, ad coenam invitavit 
Episcopum Anglum, et selectiores Synodales, quae coena felicissime et hilariter succes- 
sit" (Zentralbibliothek, Zurich, Collectio Simleriana, vol. 168 (1619). I am very grateful 
to Nicolas Fornerod for this reference). Sibrandus Lubbertus also attended the event (van 
der Woude, Sibrandus Lubbertus (see above, n. 36) p. 471). 

47 Acta Synodi Nationalis Dordrechti habitae anno 1618 et 1619 (Leiden, 1620), pp. 
173-174; Brandt, History (see above, n. 30), 3: 132; Milton, British Delegation (see above, 
n. 6), p. liii n. 151; Sidney Sussex College Cambridge, Ward MS L1, fols. 8", 20". 

48 Hales, Golden remains, 3: 10-11, 33. 
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the heart of the Synod, the crucible of proposal, argument, revision and 
compromise in which the Canons were forged. It is true that there were 
conflicts in the resumed formal sessions on some minor rewordings, but 
in essence the doctrinal core of the Canons was debated and agreed 
during these three weeks. Balcanquahall makes brief allusions to the 
activities of the committee in two short letters in the Golden Remains, 
and refers to its setting up in the extra letter to Naunton printed in the 
Praestantium volume, but he reserves all of his detailed comments and 
reports for the formal sessions of the whole Synod.? Even the formal 
printed Acta of the Synod say precisely nothing about this period—they 
simply jump the three weeks between 25 March and 16 April, without 
even leaving a line-break in the text. 

But if we look elsewhere, as Professor Sinnema demonstrates in his 
essay in this volume, for the crucial three weeks of the drafting of the 
Canons there are significantly large amounts of material that survive 
which allow us to begin to reconstruct events, and to assess the pre- 
cise contribution made by the different delegates to the resulting Canons. 
Draft Canons that were drawn up by Bogerman separately and then by 
the committee for consideration by the different delegations, some dele- 
gations very detailed responses to these Canons with suggested amend- 
ments, revised Canons, further recensions and further suggested amend- 
ments survive in relative abundance, albeit scattered among many sep- 
arate collections of papers across Europe. Only in Professor Sinnemas 
important work on the First Article has there so far been a systematic 
analysis of the drafting process ofthe relevant Canons, and of the contri- 
butions made by the different delegates. Sinnemas analysis demonstrates 
a process of constant bargaining, negotiating and re-drafting, with all the 
different delegations making an input, and no simple division of “mod- 
erates” and "radicals"? 

While a full edition documenting these changes is still required, it is 
already evident then that the foreign delegations had a substantial input 
into the devising of the Canons. This can help finally to dislodge the mis- 
leading charges regarding the drawing up of the Canons that were made 
by Womock in his summary ofthe Hales and Balcanquahall letters, to be 
repeated by van Limborch, Brandt and a host of later historians. Ignoring 
the drafting committee altogether, Womock simply seized upon Balcan- 
quahall's complaints when Bogerman initially attempted to dictate his 


? Ibid., 3: 34-35; Praestantium (see above, n. 21), pp. 565-566. 
5° Sinnema, ‘Issue of reprobation (see above, n. 41), pp. 392-430. 
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own first draft of the Canons to the Synod, in order to claim that "the 
Canons were drawn up in private, and as it were, dictated by the Presi- 
dent" and foisted upon the powerless foreign delegates.?! Moreover, new 
research by Nicolas Fornerod on the letters of the Genevan delegate Deo- 
dati would seem to suggest that, at least in relation to the Second Article, 
Baxter's claim that the British delegates made a substantial contribution 
to the drawing up of the Canons may have been correct all along. Diodati 
wrote on 3/13 April that the drafting committee (of which he was a mem- 
ber) had been working seven or eight hours a day for fifteen days “avec un 
ennui et fascherie nonpareille;' and blamed this all upon the English del- 
egates Ward and Davenant, who “monstrent en apparence consentement 
és choses fondamentales, cependant veulent à force inserer ou laisser des 
points du tout dangereux et où seuls, avec Breme, dissentent des autres.” 
By 20 April he was complaining again that it had taken three weeks to 
complete the Canons because “les Anglois" (specifically Ward and Dav- 
enant, “qui sont si scrupuleux et speculatifs") “ont mis tant de difficulties 
en la confection des canons??? 

Additional synodal sources also enable us at times to note mislead- 
ing impressions conveyed by the letters. Balcanquahall described some 
of the suffrages of the Dutch delegates on the Second Article in dis- 
missive terms, referring to the “many false and absurd propositions” of 
the delegates from Drenthe, and describing those delivered by the dele- 
gates from Gelderland and North Holland as being “not only rigid but 
false" and "such propositions in that Article, as I dare say never any 
Divine in the world dreamed of but themselves, for mine own part, I had 
rather loose mine hand, then subscribe them.” Yet Professor Godfrey’s 
scrutiny of these suffrages as published in the Acta shows them not to 
have been as extreme or naive in their doctrinal formulations as Balcan- 
quahall implies. Balcanquahalls irritation with the theses of the South 
Holland delegates he describes as "difficult to fathom”? The theses of 
the notoriously intemperate Dutch professor Sibrandus Lubbertus on the 


51 Womock, Result (see above, n. 4), pp. 225-226, 228. 

52 Geneva, BPU, MS Lullin 53, fols. 53 (Deodati to Turrettini, 3/13 April 1619), 55 
(Same to same, 10/20 April 1619). I am very grateful to Nicolas Fornerod for drawing 
my attention to this material and providing me with copies of his transcriptions. See also 
Tronchins comments on 8 April that it had been necessary to change the draft Canons 
to satisfy "quelques uns des Anglois" (Geneva, Musée Historique de la Reformation, 
Archives Tronchin 16, fol. 137"). 

53 Hales, Golden remains, 3: 26, 28; WR. Godfrey, “Tensions within international 
Calvinism: the debate on the atonement at the Synod of Dordt 1618-1619’ (PhD thesis, 
Stanford University, 1974), pp. 207-219. 
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Second Article also appear to be relatively mild.”* Similarly, Professor 
Sinnemas analysis of the different suffrages on the First Article demon- 
strates a remarkable variety of responses which defy any simple catego- 
rization.?? In both cases, scrutiny of the different collegiate suffrages has 
revealed no simple dichotomy between the British and the other dele- 
gates in doctrinal matters. A much more complex range of approaches 
among the other delegations than has hitherto been supposed also helps 
to rescue some of the Dutch delegates’ suffrages from Balcanquahall’s 
contemptuous dismissals. 

Assumptions of Dutch doctrinal extremism would seem to have been 
driven in part by Balcanquahall’s vivid descriptions of the fiery tempers 
of Gomarus and Lubbertus in synodal sessions. Balcanquahall writes of 
how the two “keep their fits of madness by course" and of the “Rav- 
ing and fierceness of countenance" of Lubbertus, and remarks dryly that 
he blames Lubbertus and Gomarus ^no more for these exstasies, then 
I do a stone for going downward, since it is both their natural con- 
stitution?^6 Extreme personalities, it seems to be assumed, must write 
extreme doctrinal statements. Not only is this a non sequitur, but the iras- 
cibility of Gomarus and Lubbertus has clearly been greatly exaggerated. 
Gomarus indeed appealed for the Synod to intervene with the States in 
favor of those Remonstrants who seemed less obstinate. Evidence of 
other interaction between delegates also casts doubt on the significance 
of some of the exchanges reported in the letters. Despite Balcanquahall's 
reports of hostile exchanges between the Dutch professors and the Bre- 
men delegates, Sibrandus Lubbertus and the Bremen delegate Ludovicus 
Crocius corresponded amicably in the years following the Synod (and 
indeed Crociuss letters even carried greetings from that synodal punch- 
bag Matthias Martinius).°* Moreover, while the Synodal sessions did not 
witness particularly warm relations between the British delegates on the 
one hand and Lubbertus and the leader of the Palatine delegation Scul- 
tetus on the other, it should not be deduced that this reflected in these 
two theologians an innate hostility towards British divines and theol- 


Ibid., pp. 205-207. 

Sinnema, ‘Issue of reprobation (see above, n. 41), pp. 341-384. 

Hales, Golden remains, 3: 33. 

Brandt, History (see above, n. 30), 3: 282. 

British Library, Add. MS 22962, fol. 257 (Crocius to Lubbertus, 10 April 1621); van 
der Woude, Sibrandus Lubbertus (see above, n. 36), pp. 472-474. Crocius had lodged with 
Lubbertus during the Synod: Historisch verhael van 't ghene sich toegedraeghen heft binnen 
Dordrecht (1623), fo. 193°. 
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ogy. In 1613 Lubbertus had dedicated a work to Archbishop Abbot and 
received the prelate's praise of his “earnest zeal in God's cause" in reply. He 
had also enjoyed a friendly correspondence with Thomas Morton (at this 
point bishop of Chester) for several years, and had dedicated his treatise 
Replicatio de Papa Romano to Morton. Morton himself reflected that this 
dedication may have helped to secure him the deanery of Winchester, 
and told Lubbertus that ^I think it is impossible for anything to escape 
your pen which is not most worth of the approval and applause of all the 
orthodox Protestants” Even more strikingly, Scultetus had a large circle of 
friends and acquaintances in England after his residence there in 1612- 
1613, and described his winter there (writing a few years after the Synod, 
in his twilight years) as the happiest that he had ever spent in his life. Just 
one year after the Synod he would dedicate a book to Arthur Lake, the 
patron and close friend of the British delegate Samuel Ward.°? 

Just as readers of the Hales and Balcanquahall letters have often been 
tempted to read recorded outbursts in synodal sessions as reflecting fun- 
damental confessional antipathies between the protagonists, or irascible 
temperaments as necessarily being responsible for severe doctrinal state- 
ments, so there has often been a tendency to assume that delegates who 
adopted a severe tone towards the Remonstrants must necessarily have 
upheld the more rigid doctrinal positions. Again, supplementary evi- 
dence allows us to question this association. Not only has the firmness 
of the British delegates’ upholding of the Synod’s authority against the 
Remonstrants been underestimated, but (as Nicolas Fornerod’s research 
is demonstrating) the Genevan delegates, while being the fiercest advo- 
cates of synodical discipline, were nevertheless notably more accommo- 
dating in their doctrinal stances than has been assumed. 

It is also implied throughout the letters (and in later readings of 
them) that the British delegates adopted a more moderate and reasonable 


5° Van der Woude, Sibrandus Lubbertus (see above, n. 36), pp. 111, 117-118, 121, 
122, 130 n. 27; Lambeth Palace Library, Lambeth MS 2872, fols. 17 (Morton to Lub- 
bertus, 26 December 1607), 19 (Abbot to Lubbertus, 10 October 1613); University of 
Birmingham, MS Lichfield 66 (Morton to Lubbertus, 15 May 1608); British Library, Add. 
MS 22961, fols. 84, 96, 160, 203; Provinciale Bibliotheek van Friesland, Gabbema MSS, 
Cod. I, pp. 563, 565, 598, 609, 610, 1093; A. Milton, Catholic and Reformed (Cambridge, 
1995), p. 399; G.A. Benrath, ed., Die Selbstbiographie des Heidelberger Theologen und Hof- 
predigers Abraham Scultetus (1566-1624) (Baden, 1966), p. 59; Abraham Scultetus, Deli- 
tiae Evangelicae Pragenses (Hanover, 1620). On Scultetus’s links with English theologians 
see my “The Church of England and the Palatinate, 1566-1642’ (forthcoming). 

6° See Nicolas Fornerod’s essay in this volume; Milton, British Delegation (see above, 
n. 6), pp. xxxviii-ix, 162-165, 167-175. 
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line towards the Remonstrants themselves, but were frustrated by the 
vindictiveness of the Dutch in particular. Historians have often noted 
Balcanquahall expressions of outrage at hostile readings of Remonstrant 
works, and in particular at the sudden presentation towards the end 
of the Synod of a personal censure of the Remonstrants, which the 
delegates were required to sign: ^we were never made acquainted with 
it" (Balcanquahall complained) *before the very instant in which it came 
to be read?! But again, other evidence suggests that this picture of a 
moderate England ranged against vindictive continental Calvinism is 
misleading. The British delegates consistently upheld the authority of the 
Synod to act as judge of the Remonstrants, and they were in fact some of 
the first in open session to suggest that it would be justifiable, and perhaps 
indeed more appropriate, for the Synod to proceed without the presence 
of the cited Remonstrants—and this a full week before the Remonstrants 
were actually dismissed.” The divines from Bremen and Hesse often 
went a good deal further in their defense of the cited Remonstrants, 
notably those from Kampen, towards whom Balcanquahall was openly 
contemptuous. After the Remonstrants had been brusquely dismissed 
from the Synod, it was one of the Bremen divines, Ludovicus Crocius, 
who complained publicly in the assembly at the rough manner of their 
dismissal; the British divines kept their reservations private. The account 
by the divines from Hesse implies that it was they who subsequently 
persuaded the British and Palatine delegates that it was inappropriate for 
the foreign delegates to be drawn into making judgments on the cases of 
particular individuals. When, two months later, the British delegates 


61 Hales, Golden remains, Pp. 1-2, 4, 35-36; Womock, Result (see above, n. 4), pp. 226- 
227; White, Predestination (see above, n. 27), p. 200. 

9? Brandt, History (see above, n. 30), 3: 116; Historisch verhael (see above, n. 58), 
fol. 115*; Acta (see above, n. 47), p. 185; Hales, Golden remains, 2: 60-64; Milton, British 
Delegation (see above, n. 6), p. xxxviii. 

55 Hales, Golden Remains, 2: 65; 3: 7-8, 22-23; Harrison, Beginnings (see above, n. 3), 
p. 333; H. Heppe, ed., ‘Historia Synodi nationalis Dordracenae sive Literae delegatorum 
Hassiacorum de iis quae in synodo Dordracena acta sunt ad Landgravium Mauritium 
missae; Zeitschrift für die historische Theologie 23 (1853), 226-327, there 293, 296. 
Balcanquahalls account of synodal debates on the Kampen citati is misleading. He 
implies that all the foreign delegates, apart from those of Bremen, supported the political 
delegates motion, that the ministers should be given fourteen days to arrive or face 
suspension whereas, as the Hessian delegates’ account (Heppe, pp. 293-294) makes clear, 
the delegates from Hesse, as well as those from Nassau and Bremen, urged a more 
moderate course, and opinions were divided even among the Dutch delegates (although 
the Bremen divines went further than the others in suggesting that the delinquent divines 
might be adequately represented by those Kampen divines already present at Dordt). 
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spoke out against the Presidents attempt to append to the Canons a 
personal censure of the Remonstrants, this was a clear continuation 
of their earlier agreement with the Hessian delegates, and the support 
offered them in this session by the delegates from Bremen and Hesse 
was clearly pre-arranged.™ This collective opposition was successful, as 
ultimately none of the delegates subscribed to the personal censure. We 
might also note that Balcanquahall's complaint that the personal censure 
of the Remonstrants was thrust on the Synod without warning and to 
the aghast surprise of the British delegation would appear to be simply 
untrue: the draft was devised by a committee which included the head of 
the British delegation, George Carleton. 

The British also appear in the letters as a lone voice appealing for bal- 
ance. Balcanquahall gives an account of how the British divines alone 
tried to urge the inclusion of condemnations of extreme Contra-Remon- 
strant positions in the Conclusion to the Canons, but were opposed by 
the rest of the Synod.® Again, there is a need for careful contextualiza- 
tion, however. The British delegates’ desire to include in the Conclusion 
of the Canons a rejection of extreme Contra-Remonstrant positions was 
far from being the lone protest that Balcanquahall and later English his- 
torians have implied. The divines from Bremen and Hesse gave full and 
apparently pre-arranged support, and the implication in Balcanquahall’s 
account that the British divines held out for the inclusion of such expres- 
sions longer than did the other foreign delegates seems to be misleading, 
if not simply false (particularly in the case of Bishop Carleton).8 Even 
when continued opposition in the Synod meant that the refutation of 
extreme positions was not included in the Conclusion to the Canons, 
it should be stressed that there were still plenty of delegates besides 
the British divines who hoped that such doctrines could be dealt with 
in a separate synodical paper, which would thereby free the Reformed 
Churches from the slanders which the British delegates feared.°* It was 


64 Acta (see above, n. 47), p. 275; Milton, British Delegation (see above, n. 6), pp. 326- 
327 and n. 15. 

$5 Brandt, History (see above, n. 30), 3: 283; Acta (see above, n. 47), pp. 275-277 
(contrast the implication in White, Predestination (see above, n. 27), p. 200 that only the 
British delegates refused to sign the personal censure). 

66 Hales, Golden Remains, 3: 39-41; Milton, British Delegation (see above, n. 6), 
PP. 324-327, 331-332. 

$7 See Milton, British Delegation (see above, n. 6), p. 325 n. 12; Sinnema, ‘Issue of 
Reprobation' (see above, n. 41), pp. 419-430. 

68 Hales, Golden remains, 3: 40-41; Milton, British Delegation (see above, n. 6), p. 332. 
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emphatically not the case, therefore, that other delegations could not see 
that there were important principles at stake. 

The Hales and Balcanquahall letters, accompanied by the report of 
Hales' farewell to Calvin, have often been glossed and selectively quoted 
from to imply that the British delegates were disgusted and chastened by 
what they had witnessed at the Synod. Yet the frustrations expressed in 
Haless and Balcanquahall’s letters have tended to obscure the fact that, 
however much the British delegates may have found themselves battling 
to secure their position in the Synod, they fought hardest to defend the 
Synod and its conclusions when it was later under criticism.” This was 
not merely a matter of defending their own position and honor; it was 
very rare that any of the ex-delegates suggested publicly that there had 
been any differences of opinion whatsoever between themselves and the 
other delegates. This is precisely why no significant attempt was made 
by English Protestant writers to dissociate the English delegation from 
the actions of the rest of the Synod until the publication of Haless and 
Balcanquahall’s private letters in 1659. We can also point to Bishop Car- 
letons speech to the States General at the end of the Synod (historians 
have only tended to note his speech before the Synod began), which stri- 
dently affirms the justice of what the Synod has done. Carleton declares 
unequivocally that in this celebrated Synod the truth has been confirmed 
in the face of clamoring adversaries, and that all the evils and errors which 
had afflicted the Dutch churches have been overthrown, the poison of 
heretics resisted, and the pernicious notion of "libertas prophetandi" 
resisted.” This—and not the letters of Hales and Balcanquahall—is surely 
the official voice of the British delegation. 

The problem, then, is that the most vivid and lively source may not 
give us the most reliable guide to the Synod's sessions, or to the precise 
thinking and contribution of the British and other delegations, let alone 
to what happened outside those formal sessions. The danger for English 
historians of the Synod in particular is that the view of the British 
delegation derived (albeit selectively) from the Hales and Balcanquahall 
letters has become so familiar and deep-seated that new documents that 
have emerged— most notably in the Ward papers—are still sometimes 
read in the light of the letters and the old model of the antipathy between 
a harshly Calvinist Synod and Remonstrant-leaning British delegates, so 


© Milton, British Delegation (see above, n. 6), pp. 1-li. 
70 Milton, British Delegation (see above, n. 6), pp. 353-357. 
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that a distinctive English Sonderweg is still imposed on the material."! 
But when historians are less primed to look for a simple dichotomy 
between the British delegates and the rest of the Synod, or to assume an 
unthinking Calvinist extremism among continental delegates, we can see 
the Canons of Dordt emerging from a much more intriguing interplay 
of different theological and philosophical traditions. This also means 
that we can start to redress another unfortunate legacy of the Hales and 
Balcanquahall correspondence, and that has been the disproportionate 
attention that has been given to the British delegation in histories of 
the Synod. This may sound odd given the book that I have recently 
published—but it has partly been written in the hope that English- 
speaking historians in particular will begin to give due prominence to 
the ideas, activities and aspirations of the other foreign delegations to 
this most fascinating and important international conference. In the 
examination of these other foreign delegations, and most particularly 
in the analysis of the debates surrounding the creation of the Canons of 
Dordt, there is room for a substantial reworking of our understanding, 
not just of the Synod, but of the doctrinal thought of the Reformed 
churches. 

When van Limborch made Womock' summary of the Hales and Bal- 
caquahall letters available in Dutch, he explained that this was "op dat sy, 
die tot noch toe door onkunde van de handelingen des Synodi een ver- 
keert oordeel by haer selven hebben opgevat, nu wat grondiger onder- 
rechtinge bekomende, met meerder sekerheydt oordeelen mogen? It is 
to be hoped that the exploitation of new resources will similarly enable 
scholars to makes assessments of the Synod that transcend the distortions 
of the Hales and Balcanquahall letters. 


71 See for example the use of Ward MSS material in White, Predestination (see above, 
n. 27), pp. 192, 197-198 and the important critique by Margo Todd in her ‘Justifying 
God: the Calvinism of the British delegation to the Synod of Dordt; Archiv für Reforma- 
tionsgeschichte 96 (2005). See also the critique of White's reading of the British collegiate 
suffrage by S.F. Hughes in Journal of Theological Studies 45 (1994), 403-409. 

7? Korte overweginge (see above, n. 19), p. 409. 
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Introduction 


Archbishop James Ussher (1581-1656) is today perhaps most well known 
for his 1654 groundbreaking work in biblical chronology, entitled The 
Annals of the World, dating the creation of the world and the “beginning 
of time" to "the entrance of the night preceding" Sunday, 23 October, 
4004 BC.! In his own day, however, and well before the publication of his 
work of chronology, Ussher was revered equally as a learned and erudite 
theologian and churchman, as well as a great scholar. Ussher's towering 
theological influence on the seventeenth-century church flowed out from 
his formidable scholarly attainments, and has been widely recognised by 
both his contemporaries and modern scholars alike. 

From the far right, arch-Puritan William Prynne in his Anti-Arminia- 
nisme treatise of 1630 hailed Ussher as "that reverend, that incomparable 
learned Irishman, the glory of our Church, and honor of his Nation.” 
And from the left-wing even his detractor Peter Heylyn acknowledged, 
if grudgingly, that Ussher was "the ablest Scholar" of Ireland.? Most 
recently Usshers latest modern biographer, Professor Alan Ford, has 
stated that "the depth and breadth of his knowledge rightly earned him 
the admiration and respect not just of his contemporaries in the republic 
of letters across Europe, but also of politicians and ecclesiastical leaders 
of all persuasions.”4 


! James Ussher, The Annals of the World. Deduced from the Origin of Time, and 
continued to the beginning of the Emperour Vespasians Reign, and the totall Destruction 
and Abolition of the Temple and Common-wealth of the Jewes (London, 1658), p. 1. This 
is the first English translation of the original 1654 Latin edition. 

? William Prynne, Anti-Arminianisme. Or, the Church of Englands old Antithesis to 
new Arminianisme (London, 1630), p. 217. 

3 Peter Heylyn, Cyprianus Anglicus: Or the History of the Life and Death, of the 
most reverend and renowned Prelate William by divine Providence, Lord Archbishop of 
Canterbury (London, 1668), p. 206. 

^ Alan Ford, “Ussher, James (1581-1656); in The Oxford Dictionary of National 
Biography, ed. Brian H. Harrison and H. Colin G. Matthew (Oxford, 2004), 56: 6-14. 
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In terms of that theological influence leading to the development of 
dogma and creedal formulations in the seventeenth century, traditional 
historiography has naturally focused on Ussher's influence on the Irish 
Articles of 1615 and, through these articles, upon the Westminster Con- 
fession of Faith of 1647, which borrowed heavily from the Irish Articles.? 
However, that Ussher may have had a significant influence on the Canons 
of Dordt has not been properly recognised. This is especially pertinent in 
light of the fact that Ussher’s influence on the Irish Articles has been vastly 
overstated by scholars, following uncritically as they have the largely 
unsubstantiated claims of Ussher’s first biographers and critics.’ 

The fact is, Ussher—still not even a bishop—was at most a key con- 
tributor and scribe in the drawing up of the Irish Articles, and there is no 


Citations from this dictionary are henceforth referred to simply as ODNB and refer to 
the article on the person in question. 

> Alexander F Mitchell & John Struthers, eds., Minutes of the Sessions of the Westmin- 
ster Assembly of Divines while engaged in preparing their Directory for Church Government, 
Confession of Faith, and Catechisms (November 1644 to March 1649) from Transcripts of 
the Originals produced by a Committee of the General Assembly of the Church of Scotland 
(Edinburgh, 1874), pp. xlvi-liv; Benjamin B. Warfield, The Westminster Assembly and its 
Work (New York, 1931), pp. 124-151. 

$ This is already beginning to change. Anthony Milton has recently suggested that 
Ussher’s tract on the death of Christ was one of a number of manuscripts that were 
to have "an important impact on the contribution of the British delegation" at Dordt. 
Crawford Gribben has gone so far as to claim that *it was at the Synod of Dort that 
Ussher's opinions would enjoy their greatest influence" (Anthony Milton, ed., The British 
Delegation and the Synod of Dort (1618-1619) (Woodbridge, UK, 2005), p. 56; Crawford 
Gribben, ‘Rhetoric, Fiction and Theology: James Ussher and the Death of Jesus Christ; 
The Seventeenth Century 20 (2005), 53-76, there 70). This essay summons new and wider 
evidence to substantiate and consolidate this emerging line of thought. 

7 Nicholas Bernard, The Life & Death of the most reverend and learned Father of our 
Church Dr. James Ussher, late Archbishop of Armagh, and Primate of all Ireland (London, 
1656), pp. 49-50; Bernard in James Ussher, The Judgement of the late Archbishop of 
Armagh and Primate of Ireland, 1. Of the Extent of Christs Death, and Satisfaction, ec. 2. 
Of the Sabbath, and Observation of the Lords Day. 3. Of the Ordination in other Reformed 
Churches. With a Vindication of him from a pretended Change of opinion in the first; some 
Advertisements upon the Latter; and, in Prevention of further injuries, a Declaration of 
his judgement in several other Subjects (London, 1657), 1: 67; Nicholas Bernard, Clavi 
Trabales; Or, Nailes fastned by some great Masters of Assemblyes confirming the Kings 
Supremacy (London, 1661), p. 62; Peter Heylyn, Cyprianus Anglicus (see above, n. 3), 
p. 206; Peter Heylyn, Historia Quinqu-Articularis: Or, a Declaration of the Judgement 
of the Western Churches, and more particularly of the Church of England, in the five 
controverted Points, reproched in these last Times by the Name of Arminianism (London, 
1660), 3: 101; Peter Heylyn, Aerius Redivivus: Or, the History of the Presbyterians (Oxford, 
1670), p. 394; William Laud, The Works of the most reverend Father in God, William 
Laud, D.D. sometime Lord Archbishop of Canterbury, ed. William Scott & James Bliss, 
7 vols. (Oxford, 1847-1860), 7: 75; Philip Schaff, ed., The Creeds of Christendom, with 
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warrant for simplistically regarding him as ‘the author’ of the Irish Arti- 
cles, as if the whole finished document encapsulates Ussher's own views.? 
Furthermore, Ussher—assuming he spoke up at all or did not shortly 
and subsequently change his position—must have been overruled by the 
assembled majority on that very point that was to be so hotly debated at 
the Synod of Dordt, namely, the extent of the atonement. Whereas the 
Thirty-Nine Articles of the Church of England had stated (in the second 
article) that Christ died “not only for original guilt, but also for all actuall 
sins of men,” the Irish Articles—which were designed to be an alternative 
to and improvement upon the Thirty-Nine Articles?— state (in article 30) 
that Christ died "not only for original guilt, but also for all our actual 
transgressions.’ It seems clear that the ambiguity if not explicit universal- 
ism ofthe English Articles is here rejected in favor of a statement more in 
keeping with particular redemptionism (‘our’ being in context the voice 
of the Church), and amounts to a revision of which, we will see, Ussher 
would not have approved.!? 

This essay will therefore argue that while Ussher's influence on the Irish 
Articles was doubtless significant, his influence on the Canons of Dordt 
has been too long overlooked, and it is to Ussher's influence on the Synod 
of Dordt that we now turn. 


a History and Critical Notes, 3 vols. (1931; repr. Grand Rapids, MI, 1993), 1: 663; 3: 
526; R. Buick Knox, James Ussher: Archbishop of Armagh (Cardiff, UK, 1967), pp. 16- 
26; Thomas F. Torrance, Scotttish Theology from John Knox to John McLeod Campbell 
(Edinburgh, 1996), pp. 125-126; Jan Rohls, Reformed Confessions: Theology from Zurich 
to Barmen (Louisville, KY, 1998), p. 26; John V. Fesko, Diversity within the Reformed 
Tradition: Supra- and Infralapsarianism in Calvin, Dort, and Westminster (Greenville, SC, 
2001), pp. 248-252; Richard A. Muller, Post-Reformation Reformed Dogmatics: The Rise 
and Development of Reformed Orthodoxy, ca. 1520 to ca. 1725, 4 vols. (Grand Rapids, MI, 
2003), 2: 91. 

8 See Alan Ford, James Ussher: Theology, History and Politics in Early-Modern Ireland 
and England (Oxford, 2007), pp. 86-88. 

? Ibid., pp. 85-86. 

10 Crawford Gribben appears to see a ‘calculated creedal ambiguity’ in the Irish 
Articles at this point, because he approaches the Articles anachronistically through the 
lens of the subsequent Westminster Confession of Faith, rather than through the lens 
of their immediate predecessor, the English Articles (Gribben, ‘Rhetoric, Fiction and 
Theology’ (see above, n. 6), pp. 59, 73). Furthermore, the place cited in Mitchell in support 
of Gribbens claims actually concerns the general, studied ambiguity of the Westminster 
Confession in contrast to the relative strictness of the Irish Articles (Mitchell, Minutes 
of the Sessions of the Westminster Assembly (see above, n. 5), pp. liv-lv). Elsewhere, 
however, Gribben has rightly acknowledged the close dependency of the Irish Articles 
upon the English Articles (Crawford Gribben, The Irish Puritans: James Ussher and the 
Reformation of the Church (Darlington, UK, 2003), pp. 38-39), and this is how they 
should be understood at this point. 
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Usshers Quiet Development and Early 
Propagation of Hypothetical Universalism 


But first it is necessary that we visit early Stuart England. Some time in 
the late 1610s and most probably in late 1617 or very early 1618, Ezekiel 
Culverwell (c. 1554-1631) completed a brief manuscript treatise which 
he entitled "On the general Offer of Salvation made to Mankind by God 
in Christ and the restraint of its Effect to the Elect, with a summary of 
Views thereon.”!! Formerly a minister in the English county of Essex, 
Culverwell had been deprived in 1609 by the high commission for non- 
conformity. Yet he was still clearly exercised about godly preaching and 
especially about how the universal offer of salvation in Christ could be 
reconciled with the rigorously particularist formulations of divine grace 
which he had inherited from his formative years in Elizabethan Oxford. 
Culverwell came to the conclusion that "although god in his decree have 
ordayned, some to lyfe, some to death, yet his revealed will is he would 
have many to believe & to be saved who by their owne fault perish, & that 
God loves thees and offers his sonn to them, that they might thereby be 
moved to accept his mercye offred, and bee saved"? 

Culverwell sent a copy of his manuscript to his brother-in-law Lau- 
rence Chaderton, the illustrious first master of Emmanuel College, Cam- 
bridge, as well as a close friend and theological authority figure.? Chader- 
ton must have either annotated the manuscript with his own scruples, 
corrections and further lines of thought, or else otherwise made known 
these responses to this position paper, for Culverwell's position paper was 
also sent to Ussher, who annotated his copy to include Chaderton's com- 


11 Oxford, Bodleian Library, Rawlinson MS C.849, fols. 282'-283'. The manuscript 
is itself undated, but circumstantial evidence strongly indicates the above dating. Safely 
assuming Ussher' annotation concerning the “worshipfull” Chaderton was not made at 
a much later date, Culverwell’s treatise cannot realistically predate 1611 as Chaderton 
appears to have been originally addressed as already holding a D.D., a degree conferred 
on him in 1611 (ODNB). Nor can it realistically postdate March 1618 when Ussher wrote 
a substantial position paper on this topic, partly at the request of Culverwell himself (see 
below). 

12 Rawlinson C.849 (see above, n. 11), fols. 282-283". 

13 Around 1576 Chaderton had married Cecily Culverwell, one of the daughters of 
the wealthy London haberdasher and benefactor Nicholas Culverwell, and regularly met 
and corresponded with her brother Ezekiel (ODNB; Peter G. Lake, Moderate Puritans 
and the Elizabethan Church (Cambridge, 1982), pp. 37, 257-261, and 337; Sarah Bendall, 
Christopher N.L. Brooke & Patrick Collinson, A History of Emmanuel College, Cambridge 
(Woodbridge, UK, 1999), p. 51). 
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ments as a series of endnotes to the document.'* For example, concerning 
Culverwell’s conclusion above, Chaderton apparently asked, “If God love 
these, how can he cease to love them, being unchangeable?"!? 

In terms of who must have sent the manuscript to Ussher, as Professor 
of Theological Controversies— the most distinguished post" at Trinity 
College,'é—Ussher would have seemed an appropriate theologian for 
either man to correspond with on this thorny problem. Given the close 
ties during that period between Emmanuel College and the newly formed 
Trinity College—the statutes of Trinity even being modelled after those 
of Emmanuel"—it may be that the sharing of this manuscript with 
Ussher was an expression of Chadertons close ties with the Calvinistic 
establishment in Dublin. However, Culverwell also had close ties with 
Ussher. We know that Ussher along with the Puritan ministers Culverwell 
and John Dod spent 7 December 1612 together as a day of humiliation 


14 I am grateful to Alan Ford and Richard Snoddy for confirming to me that all 
these annotations are most definitely in Ussher's own distinctive and unmistakable hand 
(and therefore not in Chaderton'ss—a different hand that can be seen in the collec- 
tions of Trinity College Library, Cambridge, and Lambeth Palace Library). Hitherto, 
scholars have expressed considerable uncertainty as to the origin of these annotations 
(cf. William D. Macray, ed., Catalogi Codicum Manuscriptorum Bibliothece Bodleiane 
Partis quinte Fasciculus secundus. Viri munificentissimi Ricardi Rawlinson. J.C.D. Cod- 
icum classem tertiam, in qua Libri theologici atque miscellanei, complectens; accedit in 
uniuscujusque classis Codicum contenta Index locupletissimus (Oxford, 1878), p. 439; 
David R. Como, ‘Puritans, Predestination and the Construction of Orthodoxy in early 
seventeenth-century England; in Conformity and Orthodoxy in the English church, c. 
1560-1660, ed. Peter G. Lake and Michael C. Questier (Woodbridge, UK, 2000), pp. 64- 
87, there 68; Ford, James Ussher (see above, n. 8), p. 108). But for the following reasons 
we may be confident in our conclusion that these annotations, though in Ussher's own 
hand, represent Chaderton's thoughts and not Ussher', as has previously been claimed. 
Firstly, the annotations betray scruples that Ussher clearly did not have in the late 1610s, 
but which Chaderton most likely did have, product as he was of traditional Elizabethan 
particularistic theology. Secondly, it is consistent with the marginal annotation, “Mr 
Chaderton’, which appears next to the beginning of the list of critical endnotes. Thirdly, 
it is more likely that Culverwell sent the manuscript to Chaderton than that Ussher did, 
since another annotation indicates that it was apparently addressed to Chaderton as “dear 
brother" which fits more naturally with the literal, fraternal relation he bore to Culver- 
well (see above, n. 13), than to Ussher using this term in a warm, spiritual sense towards 
Chaderton, for whom there appears to be no such evidence of an intimate friendship. 

15 Rawlinson C.849 (see above, n. 11), fol. 283°. 

16 Elizabethanne Boran, ‘An early friendship Network of James Ussher, Archbishop of 
Armagh, 1626-1656, in European Universities in the Age of Reformation and Counter- 
Reformation, ed. Helga Robinson-Hammerstein (Dublin, 1998), pp. 116-134, there 130. 

17 James Ussher, The whole Works of the most Rev. James Ussher, D.D., Lord Archbishop 
of Armagh, and Primate of all Ireland. With the life of the Author, and an Account of his 
Writings, ed. Charles R. Elrington, 17 vols. (Dublin, 1847-1864), 15: 575 (hereafter cited 
as Ussher); Boran, ‘An early friendship Network (see above, n. 16), p. 132. 
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in connection with the funeral of Prince Henry Frederick (1594-1612), 
the eldest son of King James.'* This contact was still being maintained 
in 1616,” and it is far more likely that Culverwell himself forwarded this 
manuscript to Ussher, soliciting his own position on this thorny problem, 
most probably in light of having already received Chadertons response. 

The significance of Culverwells activities for this essay is that in March 
1618—just eight months before the Synod of Dordt convened—Ussher, 
writing directly in response to this treatise and approach by Ezekiel 
Culverwell,? came himself to commit to writing his own position on the 
extent of the atonement and the free offer of the gospel, and in so doing 
makes repeated reference to the position of Culverwell whom he seeks 
to defend against the 'extreme position of his detractors. Ussher was well 
aware that he was addressing a topic that had become a very hot potato 
within at least some circles of the Protestant churches. He wrote, “The 
true intent and extent [of Christ's death and satisfaction upon the Cross], 
is Lubricus locus to be handled, and hath, and doth now much trouble the 
Church?! With a deep personal commitment to the Reformed tradition, 
Ussher ventured to seek to resolve this problem for Culverwell and other 
Puritans.”* 

Ussher is careful to make clear that he agrees with particular redemp- 
tionists up to a point. He acknowledges that “the principal end” of Christ's 
death was the salvation of the elect, and that therefore “Christ in a special 
manner died for these"? However, Ussher held the doctrine of definite 


18 Ussher (see above, n. 17), 16: 320. 

1? Ussher (see above, n. 17), 16: 337. 

2 The title of this paper sates that it was “Written in Answer to the Request of a Friend" 
but does not explicitly state the identity of this friend. Alan Ford states that it was written 
in response to a request from one of the British Delegation to Dordt, probably “his close 
friend Samuel Ward, though it could also have been John Davenant” (Ford, James Ussher 
(see above, n. 8), p. 108). However, the internal evidence points to Culverwell as the 
“Friend” for whose benefit Ussher is primarily writing (e.g. Ussher (see above, n. 17), 
12: 566). Furthermore, Richard Baxter later claimed to have asked Ussher directly who 
this “Friend” was, and recalled that Ussher said it was Culverwell (Richard Baxter, Certain 
Disputations of Right to Sacraments and the true Nature of Visible Christianity: Defending 
them against several Sorts of Opponents, especially against the second Assault of that pious, 
reverend and dear Brother Mr Thomas Blake (London, 1658), p. C27). 

?! Ussher (see above, n. 17), 12: 553. 

?? A brief summary follows, but for a more lengthy analysis of Ussher's hypothetical 
universalism, see Jonathan D. Moore, English Hypothetical Universalism: John Preston and 
the Softening of Reformed Theology (Grand Rapids, MI, 2007), pp. 175-186. 

23 Ussher (see above, n. 17), 12: 559; cf. James Ussher, Immanuel, Or, The mystery of 
the Incarnation of the Son of God (1643; repr. London, 1658), p. 11. 
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atonement to be an “extreme absurdity: Christ died “in a special man- 


ner" for the elect, “but to infer from hence, that in no manner of respect 


he died for any others, is but a very weak collection??? 


Ussher’s position in a nutshell involved taking the concept of the sufh- 
ciency of the atonement away from Christological concerns (the blood of 
the Son of God) and moving it into the area of the divine decree— God 
willed it to be sufficient for the reprobate. The most important distinc- 
tive undergirding Ussher's theology of the death of Christ is the radical 
separation he makes between the two branches of Christs priestly work. 
The work of universal satisfaction is “the preparation of the remedy, 
whereas Christ's second priestly work of particular intercession “brings 
with it an application" of the remedy." So disconnectedly can Ussher 
make these two works function, that he can describe the application of 
Christ's satisfaction as merely “an appendant” which only finally “pro- 
duceth this potentia in actum, that is, procureth an actual discharge from 
God's anger??? 

Consistent with this is Usshers exegetical treatment of the word 
‘world? When the Scriptures speak of Christ being “the Lamb of God, 


which taketh away the sin of the world?” rather than focus on the def- 


inition of ‘world’ as Reformed exegetes had traditionally done, Ussher 
prefers to soften what it means to ‘take away: Thus, the Lamb of God 


24 Ussher (see above, n. 17), 12: 564, 565. 

?5 Ussher (see above, n. 17), 12: 567. Ussher was consciously condemning the Contra- 
Remonstrants at the Conference at The Hague of 1611 in this regard, the precursor to 
the Synod of Dordt which was to assemble eight months after Ussher’s letter (Ussher 
(see above, n. 17), 12: 563-564). Ussher interpreted the position espoused at The Hague 
as implying eternal justification or reconciliation. For an account of this conference see 
Gerard Brandt, The History of the Reformation and other Ecclesiastical Transactions in and 
about the Low-Countries, 4 vols. (London, 1720-1723), 2: 93-96. 

?6 Ussher (see above, n. 17), 12: 558-559. 

27 Ussher (see above, n. 17), 12: 559, 569. Ussher appears to have continued to hold to 
this distinction in the scope of the two branches of Christ's priestly work until the end of 
his ministry, for in 1648 at Lincoln's Inn, he is recorded as having preached that Christ's 
"Satisfaction is indefinite, Tis, not only Sufficient, but is proposed as a comon Remedy 
to all men ... Every Body is invited: But Intercession is more restrayned: Intercession, 
for those, whome God hath given him" (Cambridge, Cambridge University Library, 
MS Mm.6.55, fol. 53"). Later that year, from the same pulpit, Ussher again argued that 
"Satisfaction was the preparation of the medecine, appliable [sic] to all the Sonnes of 
Adam: But Intercession hath the Application of it. Intercession is not of that large Extent, 
as the Passion ... A medicine cures not by being prepared, but by beinge Applyed" (CUL 
Mm.6.55 (see above, n. 27), fol. 60"; cf. fol. 60"). Then in 1653 Ussher published a revised 
catechetical summary of Christian doctrine in which this same view is also discernible 
(Ussher (see above, n. 17), 11: 209-211). 

28 John 1,29. 
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“doth not actually take away all the sins of the world, but virtually. It hath 
power to do it if it be rightly applied, the sacrifice hath such virtue in 
it, that if all the world would take it, and apply it, it would expiate, and 
remove the sins of the whole world??? Thus, according to Ussher, Christ 
on the cross did not actually expiate or take away the sins of anybody at 
all. 

In his letters on this subject Ussher also spelt out how the offer of the 
gospel should be worded if it is to be “a true tender”? The true gospel 
"presents [the sinner] with the medicine at hand, and desireth him to take 
it^?! The doctrine of particular redemption, argued Ussher, provides no 
foundation upon which this may consistently be done. 

Thus the lines of a new theological position for the English Puri- 
tan brotherhood were becoming more clear.?? For their benefit, Ussher 
had carefully outlined a draft statement of what we may usefully call 
‘hypothetical universalism. Ussher writes that “After Culverwell had well 
weighed what I had written, he heartily thanked the Lord and me, for so 
good a resolution of this question, which for his part he wholly approved, 
not seeing how it could be gainsayed?? 

It was concerning this treatise that a certain Jasper Heartwell informed 
Ussher in a letter of July, 1618—just three months before the Synod of 
Dordt convened—that “there are now many copies of it scattered abroad, 
and it is much divulged, by some liked, and by some not?** Ussher 
lamented that “without [his] privity” it had “come to so many men’s 
hands??? Significantly for our purposes, Nicholas Bernard, Ussher' first 


?? Ussher (see above, n. 17), 13: 160-161 (emphasis added). Cf. Ussher's Lincoln's Inn 
sermon of 1648 where he is recorded as having said, "Ihe Lambe of Gode that taketh 
away the Sinnes of the world: As Ruberb purgeth Choller: not that it purgeth away all 
choller from a cholerick man, but when it is applyed, cureth him of abundance of choller. 
Had this bene applyed to Judas, it would have taken away his Sinne? And again, “The 
death of Christ takes away the Sinnes of the world By way of medicine, if it bee Applyed" 
(CUL Mm.6.55 (see above, n. 27), fols. 60", 60"). 

30 Ussher (see above, n. 17), 12: 568. 

31 Ussher (see above, n. 17), 12: 571; cf. 1: 291, 293. 

32 New, that is, at least to them. I am not arguing here that this is the first appearance 
of such formulations in the history of Christian doctrine. That is beyond the scope of this 
essay as well as of my book (see above, n. 22). The evident perception of many of Ussher's 
contemporaries that it was a new position is itself very significant for understanding the 
religious and political struggles of this period. 

33 Ussher (see above, n. 17), 12: 566. 

34 Ussher (see above, n. 17), 16: 356. 

35 Ussher (see above, n. 17), 12: 563. 
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biographer (d. 1661), claimed that Ussher's manuscript even found its 
way to the Synod of Dordt without Ussher's knowledge, at which Synod 
objections to his doctrine were collated and sent back to him, result- 
ing in a second letter defending the first." Ussher's nineteenth-century 
biographer Charles Elrington followed Bernard in this and asserted that 
Ussher' treatise was carried to the Synod of Dordt “without the consent 
of the author, and communicated to many of the members. Its opin- 
ions were not sufficiently violent to please some of the deputies, who 
did not scruple to denounce it as favouring Arminianism and even Pop- 
ery. °° However, there appears to be no supporting evidence for this claim 
amongst the manuscripts relating to the Synod itself, either in Dutch 
archives or in key manuscript collections such as that of Samuel Ward.?? It 
is far more likely that Ussher's second letter defending hypothetical uni- 
versalism arose from the fact that Culverwell did give Ussher's first letter 
to John Forbes at Middelburg who promised to write a refutation of it.'? 

Be that as it may, the influence that Ussher had on the Synod of Dordt 
was not to be confined to the distribution of this treatise on the eve 
of the Synod. By far the more significant influence was his winning of 
John Davenant to the system of hypothetical universalism prior to the 
Synod commencing. Ussher first met Davenant in 1609 during one of his 
expeditions to London, the same year that Davenant was appointed Lady 
Margaret Professor of Divinity in the University of Cambridge.*! This was 
the beginning of a close and life-long friendship of the utmost respect 


36 Bernard, Life & Death (see above, n. 7). 

37 Bernard in Ussher, The Judgement (see above, n. 7), 1: A3". Samuel Ward would 
have been the most likely member of the Synod to have taken this letter with him. Ward 
corresponded regularly with Ussher and wrote to him about the Synod immediately upon 
his return to Cambridge (Ussher (see above, n. 17), 15: 144-145). 

38 Ussher (see above, n. 17), 1: 304. For subsequent use of Ussher's treatise by Armini- 
ans see Ussher (see above, n. 17), 16: 404. 

3 Ward's collection is housed at at Sidney Sussex College, Cambridge. See Margo 
Todd, "The Samuel Ward Papers at Sidney Sussex College, Cambridge; Transactions of the 
Cambridge Bibliographical Society 8 (1985), 582-592. I am grateful to Anthony Milton for 
confirming this point to me after his extensive research throughout these archives. 

40 Ussher (see above, n. 17), 16: 356. A garbled version of this incident may have been 
what led to Bernard's claim. I am grateful to Anthony Milton for helping to clarify this 
point. Cf. Milton, The British Delegation (see above, n. 6), p. xliv. 

41 Ussher (see above, n. 17), 1: 29. Allport and Fuller were simply incorrect in asserting 
that Ussher did not know Davenant until after the Synod of Dordt (Josiah Allport, ‘Life 
of Bishop Davenant; in An Exposition of the Epistle of St Paul to the Colossians by the right 
Rev. John Davenant D.D. (London, 1831), 1: ix-lii, there xlviii; Morris Fuller, The Life, 
Letters and Writings of John Davenant, D.D. 1572-1641 Lord Bishop of Salisbury (London, 
1897), pp. 520-523). 
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and mutual edification. At some point well before the Synod of Dordt 
started, this friendship involved a detailed discussion around the themes 
ofthe extent of Christ's redemption and the free offer of the gospel. While 
there does not appear to be any direct manuscript evidence for this, all 
the circumstantial evidence bears out Richard Baxter later claim to this 
effect." 

In his autobiography Baxter recalls a meeting between himself and 
the strict particular redemptionist Dr George Kendall in the presence 
of Ussher at Ussher’s lodgings at the Earl of Peterboroughs House in 
Martin's Lane in London. The purpose ofthe meeting was to allow Ussher 
to settle for them the matter of the extent of the atonement. In Baxter's 
own words, when Ussher “had declared his Judgment for that Doctrine 
of Universal Redemption,” he “gloried that he was the Man that brought 
Bishop Davenant ... to it"? According to Baxter in another place Ussher 
had “intimated that Dr Davenant" was “minded of it by him,’ which 
he is reported to have said “rejoycing that hee sooner owned it"** Note 
what Baxter is claiming here (even unwittingly against his own agenda): 
the final theological position of Davenant concerning these matters was 
not that of his early days as a Reformed divine, extremely well-read and 
conscientious as he was. Furthermore, he had to be taught this new 
system, and he was taught it by Ussher. As far as Ussher and Davenant 
were concerned, traditional Reformed particularism had long faced what 
appeared to be an insuperable problem in the matter of the extent of 
the atonement and the gospel call, yet Ussher had at last formulated a 
satisfactory solution for all who were willing to learn from him. 

Davenant was certainly willing. Davenant’s vigorous defence of hypo- 
thetical universalism at the Synod of Dordt as well as his exhaustive ensu- 
ing treatise in which he prepared for publication a lengthy series of lec- 
tures on the death of Christ, all indicate that Davenant had adopted the 
basic position that Ussher had articulated in March 1618.* This is not, 


? Baxter’s constantly self-vindicating autobiographical writings should always be 
used with the utmost caution (cf. Tim Cooper, Fear and Polemic in seventeenth-century 
England: Richard Baxter and Antinomianism (Aldershot, UK, 2001), pp. 198-201), but 
this is no reason to disregard them. 

8 Richard Baxter, Reliquiae Baxterianae: Or, Mr Richard Baxter’s Narrative of the most 
memorable Passages of his Life and Times. Faithfully published from his own original 
Manuscript, ed. Matthew Sylvester (London, 1696), 1: 206. 

“4 Baxter, Certain Disputations (see above, n. 20), p. C2”. 

45 For amore extensive discussion of Davenant's hypothetical universalism, see Moore, 
English Hypothetical Universalism (see above, n. 22), pp. 187-213. It is not absolutely clear 
whether these lectures were delivered after the Synod of Dordt and not just before (John 


JAMES USSHER'S INFLUENCE ON THE SYNOD OF DORDT 173 


of course, to argue that Ussher was exclusively influential on the British 
delegation’s final position, not least because evidence also indicates that 
Davenant was, to a lesser degree, significantly influenced by Bishop John 
Overall’s thought on predestination and the extent of the atonement.* 
Furthermore, by the time of the Synod, Davenant was significantly devel- 
oping and expanding the exegetical and logical defence of the position, 
ultimately infusing the system with new covenantal structures not found 
in Ussher’s exposition, and also, contra Ussher, making universal the 
priestly intercession of Christ in addition to the priestly work of satis- 
faction." 


Ussher’s Interest in the Proceedings of the Synod of Dordt 


Although still residing in Dublin, Ussher would naturally have been well 
aware that the Synod was taking place. For example, Thomas Morton, 


Davenant, Dissertationes duce: Prima de Morte Christi, quatenus ad omnes extendatur, 
quatenus ad solos Electos restringatur. Altera de Preedestinatione & Reprobatione. ... 
Quibus subnectitur ejusdem D. Davenantii Sententia de Gallicana Controversia: sc. de 
Gratiosa & Salutari Dei erga Homines Peccatores Voluntate, 1st ed. (Cambridge, 1650), 
Preface; John Davenant, Dissertatio de Morte Christi ... Quibus subnectitur ejusdem 
D. Davenantii Sententia de Gallicana Controversia: sc. de Gratiosa & Salutari Dei erga 
Homines Peccatores Voluntate, 2nd ed. (Cambridge, 1683), Preface; John Davenant, 'A 
Dissertation on the Death of Christ, as to its Extent and special Benefits: containing a 
short History of Pelagianism, and shewing the Agreement of the Doctrines of the Church 
of England on general Redemption, Election, and Predestination, with the Primitive 
Fathers ofthe Christian Church, and above all, with the Holy Scriptures; in An Exposition 
of the Epistle of St Paul to the Colossians, trans. Josiah Allport, 1st English ed. (London, 
1832), 2: 309-569, there 313-314). However, the first edition of 1650 contains references 
to publications arising from the Synod, so these lectures must have been at least revised— 
whether by Davenant or Thomas Bedford—after the middle of 1620 (e.g. Davenant, 
Dissertationes duc (see above, n. 45), 1: 25, 40, 43, 44, 46, 58). It is certainly more natural 
to see these lectures as the mature fruit of Davenant’s deliberations at the Synod. Whatever 
the case, the lectures were "ready for ye presse" by 4 November, 1628 (Oxford, Bodleian 
Library, Tanner MS 72, fol. 298"). Anthony Miltons research favors a delivery date in the 
early 1620s (personal communication). 

^6 Milton, The British Delegation (see above, n. 6), pp. xxxi, 55-56, 71-84, and 218. 
Overall’s influence on Davenant appears to have been not so much theological as simply 
providing a robust case for deeming hypothetical universalism to be in keeping with the 
constitutional documents of the Church of England. 

47 According to Baxter, Ussher's views represent "the same middle way as Davenant? 
Bernard also stated that Ussher "concurred with Bishop Davenant" in this matter (Baxter, 
Certain Disputations (see above, n. 20), p. C2"; Ussher, The Judgement (see above, n. 7), 1: 
A4"). Both Baxter and Bernard were notoriously biased, yet their claims here prove to be 
essentially correct. 
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Bishop of Chester wrote to Ussher on 15 December, 1618—one month 
into the proceedings of the Synod—updated him on how the Synod was 
now well under way, and offered his own opinion on how the debate 
over universal grace could be quelled. He wrote, “The synod in the 
low countries is held at Dort, the most of their suffragators are already 
assembled, the manner of their proceedings is methodically ordered; the 
Remonstrants (excepting some few) do exempt themselves. I think to 
hold universal grace quoad revelationem negative, as importing that no 
soul can be said particularly to be excluded, may sufficiently qualify the 
violence of oppositions.” 

Although regular correspondence between the British delegates and 
Ussher does not appear to have taken place, Ussher does appear to have 
sought contact at the Synod with his good and longstanding friend 
the British delegate Samuel Ward, who later was to report to Ussher 
that “I received at Dort the letter you sent me, though a long time 
after the date’? Sadly for our purposes, this letter does not appear to 
have survived. However, it does seem that by the time the Synod of 
Dordt was underway, Ussher was more in touch with Samuel Ward than 
Davenant amongst the English hypothetical universalists at Dordt. It was 
probably via Ward that Ussher received his copy of Davenants "Sententia 
Theologorum Magne Britannia, De Articulo secundo,’ which remains 
amongst Ussher's papers at the Bodleian Library in Oxford.” Given that 
this manuscript was readily available in published form by 1620, this 
would suggest, along with annotations in Usshers hand, that Ussher 
had procured it ahead of that date and was keenly following Davenant’s 
contribution at Dordt.?! 

Within days of arriving back in England and before the Synod had 
been officially concluded, Samuel Ward wrote to Ussher from Sidney 
Sussex College, Cambridge, on 26 May 1619 in order to bring him up to 
date with “the remarkable passages of the synod??? Although this report 
included the larger question ofthe relationship of the Church of England 


48 Ussher (see above, n. 17), 15: 143. 

^ Writing 26 May 1619. Ussher (see above, n. 17), 15: 144. 

°° Oxford, Bodleian Library, Rawlinson MS C.849, fols. 2787-281". 

5l Acta Synodi Nationalis, in Nomine Domini nostri Jesu Christi, autoritate illustr. et 
prepotentum D.D. Ordinum generalium Feederati Belgii Provinciarum Dordrechti habite 
anno 1618 et 1619. Accedunt plenissima de quinque Articulis, theologorum judicia (Dor- 
drecht, 1620), 2: 78-83. 

52 Ussher (see above, n. 17), 15: 144. 
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to a Synod that had endorsed a presbyterian as opposed to an episcopal 
form of government, it is significant that first on Ward's mind as he wrote 
to Ussher was the relation of the atonement to the reprobate. He writes: 


It may well be you will be desirous to know the remarkable passages of 
the synod, which will be shortly published, both the acts, and the canons 
concluded upon touching the five articles: we had somewhat to do when 
we came to frame the canons, with the provincials, and some of the exteri, 
touching some points, especially touching the second article. Some of us 
were held by some half remonstrants, for extending the oblation made to 
the Father, to all; and for holding sundry effects thereof offered serio, and 
some really communicated to the reprobate. I had somewhat to do with a 
principal man touching this point; somewhat passed in writing between 
us privately. We were careful that nothing should be defined which might 
gainsay the confession of the Church of England: which was effected, for 
that they were desirous to have all things in the canons defined unanimi 
consensu.” 


Ward writes as one who well knows Usshers own position on these 
matters, and doubtless Davenant would have left him in no doubt as to 
the significant support his own advocacy of hypothetical universalism 
enjoyed from the eminent patristic scholar and Professor of Theological 
Controversies at Dublin. 

In the aftermath of the Synod, Ussher’s covert promotion of hypothet- 
ical universalism continued. He was considered to be the cause of Dav- 
enant’s Dissertatione de Morte Christi finally being published in 1650.” In 
private correspondence he had repeatedly sung the praises of these lec- 
tures ever since he came by a manuscript copy of them via Samuel Ward, 
and hence revealed his enthusiastic endorsement of Davenant's fully 
developed and systematic defence of hypothetical universalism. Ussher 
confessed that, concerning "the Arminian Question, I desire never to 
read more than my Lord of Salisbury’s [i.e. Davenants] Lectures touch- 
ing Predestination and Christs death? "They are excellent, learnedly, 


55 Ussher (see above, n. 17), 15: 144-145. By "principal man" Ward is referring to the 
President of the Synod, Johannes Bogerman (see Todd, "Ihe Samuel Ward Papers’ (see 
above, n. 39), p. 587; Milton, The British Delegation (see above, n. 6), p. xliv). 

54 Davenant's nephew, Edward Davenant, first sent the manuscript of these Cambridge 
lectures to Ussher to edit for publication. Although it was ultimately Ussher's acquain- 
tance Thomas Bedford, who finally edited them for publication in 1650 (see above, n. 45), 
Ussher was still considered the cause ofthem being published (Ussher, The Judgement (see 
above, n. 7), 1: A4"). The political situation prevented them from being published during 
Davenant' own lifetime. 
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soundly, and perspicuously performed??? Ussher here rejoices as a men- 
tor whose pupil had admirably run with the baton and secured a signifi- 
cant victory for moderate Calvinism. 


The Differing Agenda of Ussher and the British Delegation 


We have seen how Ussher was extremely reluctant to ‘go public’ in his 
advocacy of hypothetical universalism and deeply regretted his detailed 
position being made known through the private circulation of his manu- 
scripts. Davenant and the British delegation on the other hand, while 
respecting Ussher’s request for privacy in this matter and not making 
mention of him as an authority for their position, openly and vigorously 
dissented from the Contra-Remonstrant doctrine of particular redemp- 
tion, even at the expense of the Synod being able to present a united front 
against the Remonstrant threat. Why was this? The answer lies at least in 
part in their different contexts and agenda. The polemical context and 
priorities of the Irish church differed greatly from that of the English. 

It seems that Ussher sought to keep a low profile with regard to this 
public debate due to the vulnerable condition of the Protestant church 
in Ireland and his own career aspirations. Ussher to a great extent had 
to keep his personal opinions to himself. As Professor of Theological 
Controversies at Dublin, Ussher was attempting to forge upon the anvil 
of the Irish Articles of 1615 a comprehensive Protestant theology for 
the sake of the unity of the established Irish church, over against the 
threat of the Irish Roman Catholic majority. ‘Controversies’ were best 
when they were external and against Rome and not internal and likely to 
alienate the core of the Irish Protestants who mainly comprised Scottish 
Presbyterian immigrants. Unlike Davenant in the English church, who, 
with the Thirty-Nine Articles, enjoyed a scope wider than that of the 
Irish Articles, he could not so readily afford to alienate this ‘hotter sort’ 
of Protestant.” 


55 In letters to Samuel Ward in the mid 1630s (Ussher (see above, n. 17), 15: 542, 583; 
16: 9-10; cf. 16: 46). He follows this praise with the words, “I hope [they] will do much 
good here for the establishing of our young divines in the present truth? The thread of 
this correspondence means that Elrington's date of 28 July 1631 for the letter of Ussher 
(see above, n. 17), 15: 542-543 cannot be accurate. More realistic would be 28 July 1634, 
as this would be when a response to Ward's loan of the manuscript in June 1634 could be 
most expected (Ussher (see above, n. 17), 15: 581). 

°° For more on the politics of Ussher's leadership of the Irish church, see Ford, James 
Ussher (see above, n. 8). 
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Secondly, there is strong evidence that although in the early 1610s 
Ussher was deeply involved in Puritan circles—hence his correspondence 
with Culverwell above—by the time of the Synod of Dordt Ussher was 
strenuously seeking to downplay his Puritan links, as they were endan- 
gering his relationship with King James. Being further sucked into the 
heated theological debate of Puritan circles would not serve him well and 
would remove from him opportunities of greater usefulness at a higher 
level. And the only way Ussher could successfully oppose the newly 
emerging Arminian threat on his own shores was to maintain his influ- 
ence at court. The unauthorised widespread circulation of his manuscript 
on the death of Christ alarmed him not because he was ashamed of his 
beliefs or notably modest, but because it threatened his long-term agenda 
for Ireland. 

Thus, as early as July 1618, Jasper Heartwell, a Puritan sympathiser 
and associate of Culverwell, wrote to Ussher from London referring to 
the fact that mutual friends *wonder they cannot hear from you; so what 
shall I say?” He ends with a postscript exhorting Ussher to “Be not so brief 
in relating news"? Ussher's studied brevity was a tactical exercise in the 
realignment of associations even for the long-term good of those he was 
snubbing. But he was almost too late, for during a lengthy visit to England 
between 1619 and 1620 Ussher was summoned by King James to see if 
he could clear his name in person from the charge of being a ‘puritan. 
However, fully anticipating this event and accordingly backed by written 
testimony from the Irish Privy Council, Ussher must have said enough to 
allay Jamess fears, for in 1621 Ussher was consecrated Bishop of Meath 
at James's own, apparently enthusiastic, instigation.^? 

The position of Davenant was quite different. By 18 February 1619 all 
the British delegates under Davenants leadership had come to be of one 
voice on the extent of the atonement, and in favor of Davenants devel- 
oped system of hypothetical universalism.” Whether all these delegates 
were convinced ex anima on this controverted point is debatable, though 


77 Ussher (see above, n. 17), 16: 355, 356. 

58 Richard Parr, The Life of the most reverend Father in God, James Usher, late Lord 
Arch-Bishop of Armagh, Primate and Metropolitan of all Ireland. With a Collection of three 
hundred Letters, between the said Lord Primate and most of the eminentest Persons for Piety 
and Learning in his time, both in England and beyond the Seas. Collected and published 
from original Copies under their own Hands (London, 1686), 1: 14-17. Cf. Bernard, Life 
& Death (see above, n. 7), pp. 50-51. 

°° W. Brown Patterson, King James VI and I and the Reunion of Christendom (Cam- 


bridge, 1997), p. 272. 
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doubtless at least Davenant and Ward were acting out of personal con- 
viction as diligent theologians. It was, however, at least acknowledged 
as the best tactical position to adopt, and it had been decided that the 
British delegation should present a united front on behalf of King James. 
To understand why this was so we have to appreciate the British dele- 
gates commission from King James as part of his foreign policy and his 
own deep concern to foster unity with the Lutherans, not least to form a 
pan-Protestant military alliance across Europe. The Reformed doctrine 
of definite atonement was perceived to be one of the greatest impedi- 
ments to achieving such unity. As John Davenant himself put it on behalf 
of, or at least in collaboration with, the other British delegates, ^We verily 
think that the strictness of the Contra-Remonstrants in this Second Arti- 
cleis one chief reason which keepeth the Lutheran Churches from joining 
with us. And we think that if way were given in this Synod herein, they 
would be the more easily brought to hold the Doctrine of Predestination 
according to the Opinion of St. Augustine, and the Church of England? 
The British delegates repeatedly emphasised their desire to avoid if at all 
possible alienating the Lutherans.“ It would seem therefore that although 
the approaches of Ussher and Davenant to propagating hypothetical uni- 
versalism were entirely different, the need to please King James provides 
a unifying key. 


Conclusion 


There is significant evidence therefore for seeing Ussher as an invisible 
hand behind the deliberations at Dordt, particularly concerning the Sec- 
ond Article of the Canons. The softening and moderating of this article 
as a result of the forceful arguments of the British delegation against the 
Contra-Remonstrant majority may largely be traced to Ussher and his 
quiet yet effective attempts to moderate the theology of his Elizabethan 
forebears as well as that of his continental Reformed brethren. 


6 John Hales, Golden Remains of the ever memorable Mr. John Hales of Eton Colledge 
ec. With Additions from the Authours own Copy, viz. Sermons and Miscellanies. Also 
Letters and Expresses concerning the Synod of Dort, (not before Printed,) from an authentic 
Hand, 2nd ed. (London, 1673), 2: 190. It is not entirely clear that Davenant is the sole 
author of the position paper on the atonement from which this quotation is taken, despite 
its received title of “Doctour Davenant touching the Second Article”. But for the evidence 
in favor of Davenant’s authorship see Milton, The British Delegation (see above, n. 6), 
p.218. 

61 Patterson, King James VI and I (see above, n. 59), p. 275. 
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The irony of all this is that while Ussher attempted to promote doc- 
trinal unity among the Protestants of Ireland, when Ussher's theologi- 
cal system was taken to Dordt via his convert John Davenant, and to a 
lesser extent his friend Samuel Ward, it was actually a significant cause 
of intense disunity amongst the Reformed churches, and highlighted a 
doctrinal diversity in the Reformed camp of which ‘Arminianism’ was 
not the only embarrassing component. 


"THE CANONS OF THE SYNOD HAD 
SHOT OFF THE ADVOCATE'S HEAD": 
A REAPPRAISAL OF THE GENEVAN 
DELEGATION AT THE SYNOD OF DORDT* 


NICOLAS FORNEROD 


to Louis Binz 


The Synod of Dordt has long loomed as the symbol of a conflict at the 
heart of much Reformation historiography. On the one hand, the ana- 
themas hurled at the Synod by the proponents of liberal Calvinism have 
given rise to an interpretation of events that the Remonstrants and the 
English anti-Calvinists have attempted to impose since the seventeenth 
century. According to this view a doctrinaire group of divines orches- 
trated the triumph ofa narrow version of orthodoxy at the Synod through 
unfair means.' Against this opinion, adherents of those churches for 
whom the Canons of Dordt still stand today as one of the great state- 
ments of correct belief have generated a tradition of study that honors 
the salutary work done by the fathers of “the great Synod of Dordt” for 
its preservation of pure Reformed doctrine.” The widespread stereotype 


' Translated by Amy Graves, State University of New York at Buffalo.—I wish to 
express my gratitude to my friend and colleague Amy Graves. I also extend my heartfelt 
thanks to Philip Benedict and Anthony Milton for their careful reading and precious 
suggestions, as to Philippe Boros, Alain Dufour, Cristina Pitassi, and Don Sinnema. This 
article is dedicated to Louis Binz who taught me paleography. Research for this study was 
made possible by the support of the Swiss National Science Foundation. 

! This line of thinking is particularly evident in the provocative statement made by 
Emile G. Léonard, Histoire générale du Protestantisme, 3 vols. (Paris, 1961), 2: 221: “Due 
àT esprit de parti et soumise à l'esprit de violence,  ceuvre de Dordrecht fut une des plus 
éphémères de l' histoire ecclésiastique? 

? See, for example, the volume published by Peter Y. de Jong, Crisis in the Reformed 
Churches. Essays in Commemoration of the Great Synod of Dort, 1618-1619 (Grand 
Rapids, 1968).—Among historians like John L. Motley or Guillaume Groen van Prins- 
terer, the stakes of the debate have centered on determining whether the Stadtholder 
Maurice de Nassau or the Grand Pensionary Jan van Oldenbarnevelt had betrayed 
the original spirit of the republic of the United Provinces and the Reformation in the 
Netherlands. 
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of a Synod where the strictest Calvinism and the excesses of Reformed 
scholasticism triumphed originates in part from this antagonism. 
History is often said to be written by the victors, but in fact, the van- 
quished often have the stronger motivation to document how their cause 
has been wronged. The historiography of the Synod of Dordt is one such 
case where the vanquished have largely shaped subsequent perceptions 
of the event. The publication orchestrated by the English anti-Calvinist 
contingent in 1659 of the session proceedings, sent first to the English 
ambassador Sir Dudley Carleton by his chaplain John Hales, and sub- 
sequently by the Scottish delegate Walter Balcanquahall, was an espe- 
cially important turning point in the history of the representations ofthe 
Synod. The publication of this correspondence caused enduring dam- 
age to the reputation of the Synod by exposing a sad spectacle of bitter 
internal squabbles fanned by enraged theologians, vain attempts by the 
British to damp down the zeal of the provincial deputies, and the indig- 
nation inspired by certain practices of the praeses Johannes Bogerman. 
These letters also revealed that the delegates that James I sent to Dordt 
were inclined toward a more moderate doctrinal line than most of the 
other theologi exteri. If the British delegation was originally divided on 
the extent of the atonement brought about by the death of the Savior, it 
finally reached an agreement around a moderate position and succeeded 
in bringing the others around to this view? When the Remonstrant his- 
torian Gerard Brandt utilized this documentation alongside the official 
Acta of the Synod and other documents principally from the Remon- 
strant party in his third volume of his Historie der Reformatie (posthu- 
mous edition, 1704) to construct a narrative of the Synod of unmatched 
detail, he completed the construction of the negative vision of the Synod. 
The work was quickly translated into English. A partial French transla- 
tion followed soon after. Among the points suggested by this work were 
that the degree of hostility to the Arminians was directly proportional 
to the doctrinal rigidity of the delegations,’ and that a clear demarcation 


3 John Hales, Golden Remains of the Ever Memorable Mr. John Hales of Eton College 
(London, 1659; repr. with additions 1673), 2. See Anthony Milton, ed., The British 
Delegation and the Synod of Dort (1618-1619) [Church of England Record Society 13] 
(Woodbridge, 2005), pp. xix and lvi. 

4 G. Brandt, Historie der Reformatie, en andre Kerkelyke geschiedenissen, in en ontrent 
de Nederlanden, 4 vols., (Amsterdam and Rotterdam, 1671-1704), English translation 
entitled The History of the Reformation and other ecclesiastical transactions in and about 
the Low-Countries, 4 vols. (London, 1720-1723), and a partial French translation entitled, 
Histoire abregée de la Reformation des Pais-Bas, 3 vols. (Ihe Hague, 1726). Brandt also 
utilized the Historisch Verhael van't ghene sich toeghedraeghen heeft binnen Dordrecht, in 
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could be made between the moderately inclined representatives, such the 
British delegates and the divines from Bremen and Hesse, and the propo- 
nents of a more intransigent stance, led by the delegation from Geneva.” 

Only in the past few decades have a few important studies begun to 
call this version of events into question. The thrust of these studies is 
to suggest that the definitive version of the Canons in April 1619, com- 
pleted after three and a half weeks of protracted negotiations, was the 
expression of a laborious theological compromise worked out between 
the various Calvinist traditions represented at Dordt, and not simply 
the triumph of the most rigid forms of Dutch Contra-Remonstrant 
thought achieved with the backing of most doctrinaire foreign dele- 
gations, notably Genevas. Such a view, it is interesting to note, was 
already that of the moderate French ministers writing in the midst ofthe 
Amyraut controversy, notably Michel Le Faucheur and Jean Mestrezat, 
who depicted Dordt as a successful compromise between a number of 
different tendencies, "s estant uni, nonobstant cette diversité, en la refu- 
tation des Arminiens.”’ For their part, the Remonstrants could not help 


de Jaren 1618 en 1619 ... ([Amsterdam], 1623), the Kerckelicke Historie, Vervatende ver- 
scheyden Gedenckwaerdige saken, in de Christenheyt voor-gevallen (Rotterdam, 1647) of 
Johannes Uytenbogaert, as well as the collection of correspondence edited by Ch. Hart- 
soeker and Ph. van Limborch, eds., Praestantium ac Eruditorum Virorum Epistolae Eccle- 
siasticae et Theologicae, (Amsterdam, 1660, 2nd ed. 1684). 

5 It is important to note that such distinctions do not appear at all in the polemical 
texts that Uytenbogaert penned in the early 1620s. See, for example, the 'escrit apolo- 
getique pour les Remonstrans, adressé aux Eglises de France’ in 1623, in Brieven en 
Onuitgegeven Stukken van Johannes Wtenbogaert, ed. H.C. Rogge, vol. 2 (Utrecht, 1871), 
"Werken uitgegeven door het Historisch Genootschap, gevestigd te Utrecht; n.s., no. 15, 
pp. 55-80. 

$ E.g. Walter Rex, Essays on Pierre Bayle and Religious Controversy (The Hague, 1965), 
pp. 80-87; W. Robert Godfrey, “Tension within international Calvinism: The debate on 
the atonement at the Synod of Dort, 1618-1619; Ph.D. dissertation (Stanford University, 
1974), p. 265; Donald W. Sinnema, "Ihe Issue of Reprobation at the Synod of Dort 
(1618-1619) in Light of the History of this Doctrine; Ph.D. dissertation (University of 
St. Michael's College, Toronto, 1985), which offers an excellent perspective on the Synod 
proceedings; Donald W. Sinnema, ‘Reformed Scholasticism and the Synod of Dort; in 
John Calvin Institutes: His Opus Magnum, ed. B.J. van der Walt (Potchefstroom, 1986), 
pp. 467-506; William B. Patterson, King James VI and I and the Reunion of Christendom 
(Cambridge, 1997), pp. 276-279; Milton, ed., The British Delegation (see above, n. 3), 
p. xliii. 

7 Lettres de Messieurs Le Faucheur et Mestrezat, escrites sur les diverses methodes 
qu'employent les Orthodoxes pour expliquer le mystere de la Predestination et la dispen- 
sation de la grace: Avec les Actes dressez sur ce sujet dans les Synodes Nationaux d' Alencon, 
tenu l'an 1637 et de Charenton, l'an 1644. (n.p., n.d.), p. 5: “Et de plus, que ces Synodes 
Nationaux ont eu’ exemple du Synode de Dordrect, dans lequel ces diverses opinions qui 
sont aujourd' huy entre nous estoyent tenues par divers Deputez des Eglises reformées, le 
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but scoff at —and amplify the scope of—the theological disagreements of 
their adversaries, all the while decrying the injustices which they deemed 
were visited upon them by the iniquity of the procedures at Dordt and the 
overt partiality, if not downright complicity, of the foreign deputies at the 
Synod.’ 

This examination of the action of the Genevan delegation to the Synod 
stands in the line of these recent reevaluations of the history of the 
Synod. Too simple and schematic a dichotomy between hyper-orthodox 
and “moderate” elements at the Synod fails to do justice to a reality 
that was in fact far more heterogeneous and variable than the histo- 
riography shaped by the tradition of Hales and Brandt would suggest. 
Through the prism of Brandts Historie, the gap separating the strictest 
orthodox and the moderates appears broader than the gap between the 
moderates and the Remonstrants. In fact, the conduct of each group of 
foreign deputies was determined by the particular traditions and circum- 
stances of each church, as well as by diplomatic considerations. How- 
ever, when confronted with Arminianism, all of the foreign delegations 
agreed that the Remonstrants went beyond the boundaries of acceptable 
disagreement. All shared a concern for affirming the doctrinal unity of 
the Reformed community while respecting the various pre-existing con- 
fessions of faith. In the case of the Genevan delegation, its members cer- 
tainly distinguished themselves by the intensity of their hostility toward 


Synode les ayant supportées és uns et és autres, et s' estant uni, nonobstant cette diver- 
sité, en la refutation des Arminiens: car les uns et les autres ayans redigé par écrit la 
diversité de leurs sentimens, signerent les Canons et Actes du Synode, comme contenans 
un temperament qui unissoit les uns et les autres, contre l'erreur des Arminiens et des 
Demipelagiens. Vous y voyez les Theologiens de la Grand-Bretagne, et les Theologiens de 
Breme, et ceux de Weteravie parlans comme a parlé Monsieur Cameron, et comme parle 
Monsieur Amyraut. Vous y voyez les autres parler autrement, et tous nonobstant cette 
diversité s embrasser comme Orthodoxes, et signer les Canons comme symbole de leur 
union" (‘Lettre de Monsieur Mestrezat, à quelques pasteurs du Bas Langedoc; Paris, 26 
June 1653). 

* In a bilingual tract (French-Dutch), published anonymously in 1631, Johannes 
Uytenbogaert and Daniel Tilenus rejoice: “Ils y eussent veu Gomaristes contre Sibran- 
distes, Superlapsaires contre Sublapsaires, les uns declarans Dieu injuste, les autres pas 
assez Sage: les uns mettans Piscator entre les esprits heroiques, les autres desirans qu'il 
fut censuré: les uns soustenans que la Redemption devoit estre estimée un benefice com- 
mun pour tous hommes, et que sans ceste presupposition la predication de l Evangile à 
toutes Nations n'avoit nul fondament: les autres restreignans ce benefice seulement au 
petit nombre de leurs pretendus esleus: les uns adjugeans aux peines infernales des petits 
enfans, quoy que nez en I alliance et baptisez, les autres prononceans qu il n en faloit rien 
prononcer. Voila la melodieuse harmonie de ce Synode" (Antidote contre la venimeuse 
Lettre des theologiens calvinistes de Suisse et de Gen[e]ve (n.p., 1631), p. 13). 
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the Remonstrant ministers summoned to Dordt. Indeed, they arrived at 
the Synod with a negative image of the Remonstrants already firmly in 
place and did not even see the need to hear them out. Their action at 
Dordt was moreover tainted by the famous pun that Diodati supposedly 
made, according to Johannes Uytenbogaert, on the question of the exe- 
cution of Johan van Oldenbarnevelt, Grand Pensionary of Holland, on 13 
May 1619: “The Canons of the Synod had shot off the Advocates head? 

However, they did not share the views of either the most extreme 
Contra-Remonstrant advocate of the doctrine of supralapsarianism, 
Franciscus Gomarus, or the strong statement of the doctrine of repro- 
bation advocated by the Herborn theologian Johannes Piscator. They 
deplored excessive recourse to scholastic distinctions and tried to steer 
the Synod away from excessive theological disputation. They worked 
actively to find bases for agreement among all views advocated at the 
Synod except for those of the Remonstrants. And if they were not always 
outspoken in their condemnation of the more extreme statements of the 
doctrine of reprobation, this was less because they shared these ideas than 
because they felt a degree of loyalty to the Genevan tradition of theology 
as incarnated especially by Theodore Beza, whose views on these matters 
stood closer to these extremes than theirs. They were now bound by a 
sense of tradition as well as the principle of sola scriptura. In short, the 
views of those historians who have depicted the two Genevan representa- 
tives to Dordt, Jean Diodati and Théodore Tronchin, as ultra-orthodox, 
ultra-conservative, or “Gomarist zealots,’ appear too simple by half in 
light of the available documentation about their activity. 

The sources for examining the role played by the Genevans at Dordt 
are in fact ample. The correspondence of Jean Diodati, still largely unuti- 
lized, contains 32 letters sent from Dordt to various correspondents 
that reveal a great deal about his perception of the issues at stake and 
the socio-political context in the Netherlands. The papers of Théodore 
Tronchin, scarcely more studied, include a substantial journal of the 
Synod that I have not been able to study here in the detail it deserves, 


? Brandt, The History of the Reformation (see above n. 4), 3: 43, 371. Cf. Johannes 
Uytenbogaert, Kerckelicke Historie (see above n. 4), 4, p. 361. Eugène de Budé, Vie de Jean 
Diodati; theologien genevois, 1576-1649 (Lausanne, 1869), p. 127, attests that this pun 
was also attributed to Tronchin before adding: “... il aurait beaucoup mieux valu qu ils 
ne I eussent faite ni l'un ni l'autre? 

10 E.g. Budé, Vie de Jean Diodati (see above n. 9), p. 124; Charles Borgeaud, Histoire 
de l' Université de Genève. L Académie de Calvin, 1559-1798 (Geneva, 1900), p. 338; Rex, 
Essays on Pierre Bayle (see above, n. 6), p. 82. 
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as well as various documents that I did scrutinize: Tronchins report to 
the Genevan Conseil; the avis of the Genevan delegation on various top- 
ics debated at the assembly; Tronchins speech to the gathering on the 
perseverance of the saints; different texts dictated by Johannes Boger- 
man or his secretaries, including particularly detailed versions of the 
draft Canons and amendments; some personal notes; and diverse other 
pieces.!! Taken together, these not only shed new light on both the activ- 
ities of the Genevan theologians at the Synod and on the solutions that 
the Church of Geneva proposed to put an end to the theological dis- 
putes that divided the Dutch churches with increasing intensity. They also 
reveal how Diodati and Tronchin themselves viewed the events shaking 
the United Provinces, which they situated within a larger European strug- 
gle between the Protestants on one side and the Habsburgs on the other. 
In such a context, the recent victory of the Stadholder Maurice of Nas- 
sau and the Contra-Remonstrants could only be seen as a major triumph 
for the forces of light against the forces of darkness—one of the explana- 
tions for the inflexible hostility that the Genevan delegation (Diodati in 
particular) manifested toward the Remonstrant ministers throughout the 
Synod. Finally, the sources also allow us to discern the character of ortho- 
doxy in the beginning of the seventeenth century with greater precision. 
If we seek to determine where the real theological fault lines between 
the Calvinist churches lie, it is essential to consider how the Church of 


uU Principally Geneva, Musée Historique de la Réformation (MHR), Archives Tron- 
chin vols. 16-19; Bibliothéque de Genéve (BGE), ms. fr. 423 (ecclesiastical correspon- 
dence ofthe Compagnie), and ms. Lullin 53 (letters of Diodati); Archives d' Etat de Genéve 
(AEG), P.H. 2616 and 2627. Unlike the official letters of the delegates of Hesse or the 
reports of Hales and Balcanquahall, the correspondence of Diodati does not provide a 
fully detailed record of the synodal sessions. Many of these documents will be published 
by Nicolas Fornerod and Philippe Boros in volume 14 of the Registres de la Compagnie des 
pasteurs, forthcoming 2011 (hereafter RCP 14). The works of William A. McComish on 
the Genevan delegation at Dordt fail to take Diodati's correspondence into consideration 
or to recognize the major issues at stake in the Synod. Cf. W.A. McComish, The Epigones. 
A study of the theology of the Genevan Academy at the time of the Synod of Dort, with spe- 
cial reference to Giovanni Diodati (Allison Park, Pennsylvania, 1989), and ‘La délégation 
genevoise au synode de Dort, in La controverse interne au protestantisme (XVI*-XX* siè- 
cles), ed. M. Peronnet, Actes du 7° colloque du Centre d' Histoire des Réformes et du Protes- 
tantisme, 2° colloque Jean Boisset (Montpellier, 1983), pp. 129-138.— The letters of the 
Hessian delegates, which constitute one of the most important primary sources on the 
Synod, have been edited by Heinrich Heppe, ed., “Historia Synodi Nationalis Dordrace- 
nae sive Literae delegatorum Hassiacorum de iis quae in synodo Dordrecana acta sunt ad 
Langravium Mauritium missae; Zeitschrift für die historische Theologie (1853), 226-327. 
See also G.A. Benrath, ‘Die Hessische Kirche und die Synode von Dordrecht (1618/1619); 
Jahrbuch der Hessischen Kirchengeschichtlichen Vereinigung 20 (1969), 55-91. 
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Geneva presided over the legacy of Calvin and Beza at Dordt and to eval- 
uate the extent to which its representatives showed a spirit of conciliation 
out of a concern to create harmony amidst a polymorphic orthodoxy. The 
issues relating to the first two articles of the controversy—predestination 
and the extent of the atonement caused by the death of Christ —mirrored 
the sharpest internal tensions within European Calvinism at the begin- 
ning of the seventeenth century and will receive special attention here. 

Complicating our understanding of the Church of Genevas response 
to the initial news of the outbreak of the Arminian controversy in the 
Netherlands is the striking fact that in the 1580s and 1590s, the Genevan 
Academy had welcomed into its classrooms, for more or less lengthy 
stays, a good number of professors and ministers who would subse- 
quently confront one another in the United Provinces: the future Contra- 
Remonstrants Sibrandus Lubbertus, Johannes Bogerman, Jacobus Rolan- 
dus, Antonius Thysius, Antonius Walaeus, and Johannes Polyander, as 
well as the future Remonstrants Jacobus Arminius, Johannes Uytenbo- 
gaert, Nicolaas Grevinchovius, Simon Goulart the younger, Henricus 
Leo, and Theophilus Rijckewaert.'? During the course of the 1590s, Beza 
had as cordial a rapport with the future leader of the Remonstrants 
Uytenbogaert as he did with Lubbertus the strong-minded Calvinist pro- 
fessor of Franeker.? As for the German theologian Conrad Vorst, the 
future bugbear of James I, the Socinus redivivus repudiated at the time of 
the Synod of Dordt, Beza had offered him his unconditional support in 
December 1595 so that he might teach theology at the Académie and was 
bitterly disappointed to see him leave Geneva for Steinfurt scarcely two 
months later.'4 

The Arminian controversy unleashed an upheaval in the theologi- 
cal landscape of the late sixteenth century. As early as July 1607, Lub- 
bertus penned a circular letter to inform the pastors of the doctrinal 
irregularities that had come to the fore during a commission assembled 


12 Tf we can indeed assume the existence of an influence of Professor Charles Perrot's 
ideas on the theological reasoning of the Arminian faction, the factors that pushed each 
party to defend divergent doctrinal positions remain difficult to ascertain. 

13 See the letters published by Herman de Vries, Genéve pépiniére du calvinisme 
hollandais, 2 vols. (Fribourg-The Hague, 1918-1924), 1: 261-265 and 269-275; 2: 41- 
54 and 93-96: “... je ne laisserai d'avoir souvenance des biens et faveurs que j'ai receu de 
vous et des autres mes precepteurs et peres, comme Messieurs de Perrot, La Faye, Goulart 
et autres ...;' p. 95 (Uytenbogaert to Béze, 21 March 1599). 

14 Registres de la Compagnie des pasteurs (hereafter RCP), ed. by R. Kingdon, J.- 
F. Bergier, O. Fatio, et al., 14 vols. (Geneva, 1962-2007). For the volume used here, RCP 
7, ed. G. Cahier and M. Grandjean (Geneva, 1984), pp. 26-27, 32 and 253. 
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at the behest of the States General to prepare a potential meeting of a 
national synod. According to Lubbertus, Arminius and Uytenbogaert 
were attempting to obtain the convocation of a synod to revise the doc- 
trine established by the Heidelberg Catechism and the Belgic Confession, 
and thereby “mettre en doubte et controverse tous les principaux et fon- 
damentaux articles de la foy, comme: de peccato originis, de libero arbitrio, 
praedestinatione, fide, justificatione, sanctificatione, regeneratione, etc? ^ 
Such news was alarming enough to spur the ministers and professors of 
Geneva to keep an eagle eye on the evolution of the theological quar- 
rel. On behalf of the Compagnie, the professor of the Genevan Academy 
Antoine de La Faye wasted no time in declaring his opposition to con- 
voking such a synod.!é 

The Compagnie des Pasteurs had no doubt that Arminius and his fol- 
lowers intended to corrupt the central tenets of the true Reformed faith. 
The ministers of Geneva saw that the theology of Arminius on condi- 
tional predestination and universal grace entailed dangerous novelties 
that deviated considerably from Calvin's doctrine and opened the door 
to a revival of the Pelagian heresy. They could not accept his view that 
faith and perseverance were the cause of election, and not only the effect 
of election, and rejected the idea of a universal grace offered to all. They 
were not ready to acknowledge that the elect might resist grace, lose it, or 
participate in any way to salvation. Their conception of God's omnipo- 
tence was hardly compatible with mans free will. At another level, they 
strongly advocated the autonomy of the Church in doctrinal and disci- 
plinary matters and opposed the growing erastian ideas of the Arminian 
party. 

Since Arminianism attacked the foundations of the theological and 
ecclesiastical identity of Geneva, the Compagnie des Pasteurs did not 
hesitate to manifest its solidarity with the ministers that it deemed as 
personifying the defense of the "pure religion" in the United Provinces. In 
March of 1610, Jean Diodati penned a letter at the request of the Church 
of Zurich, in which the Compagnie, “fraternellement et charitablement; 
urged the pastors and the professors of the United Provinces to maintain 
“Ja paix et concorde.’ This call for a cooling of tensions was accompanied 
by an implicit condition: in the mind of the Genevans, the notions 


15 RCP 10, ed. G. Cahier, M. Campagnolo, et al. (Geneva, 1991), pp. 44-45 and 208- 
209, there 45. 
16 Ibid., pp. 221-222; De Vries, Genève pépinière (see above, n. 13), 2: 111-113. 
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of peace and concord were in no way incompatible with the strictest 
orthodoxy; they were, in fact, its very precondition. It should come as 
no surprise if, at the same time, La Faye spared no efforts to encourage 
Lubbertus to resist the “novatores” and safeguard the doctrine of the 
fathers of the Reformation." 

The Compagnie des pasteurs threw its influence behind the support- 
ers of Calvinist orthodoxy—and this even before Uytenbogaert wrote 
his famous Remonstrance, gathered the signatures of forty-four ministers 
who would thereafter be known as the “Remonstrants,” and presented 
the document to the States of Holland in July 1610 to clearly articulate 
the theological position of Arminius' followers in the form of five arti- 
cles that would determine the shape of the ensuing controversy. A year 
later, the Compagnie expressed, in the frankest terms, the position of 
the Church of Geneva on the internal dissent brewing in the churches 
of the United Provinces in the form of a letter— "pleine des prejugés 
bien ameres contre les Remonstrans,’ according to Uytenbogaert—that 
it addressed directly to the Consistory of Leeuwarden at the behest of 
the Churches of Friesland. This authoritative tone, which would effec- 
tively alienate the Remonstrants, is similar to the one taken by Antoine 
de La Faye in 1615 when congratulating Lubbertus for defending, with 
his Frisian colleagues, the orthodox doctrine "that dangerous wolves 
were spurred on by Satan to harm, and if possible, to destroy" !? At this 
date, the Remonstrants had clearly won the powerful States of Holland 
and the leading scholars of the Republic to their cause. The pastors of 
Geneva feared that they soon would be able to impose their theological 
views on the entire Dutch Church and reacted with corresponding shrill- 
ness. 

When, in November of 1617 the States General finally decided, despite 
the objections of the provinces of Holland, Utrecht and Overijssel, to set 
the stipulations for a national synod to which several foreign delegations 
would be invited to participate, the opinions expressed by the Compagnie 
des pasteurs were noteworthy and problematic. If the Remonstrants had 


17 RCP 11, ed. G. Cahier, M. Campagnolo, et al. (Geneva, 1993), p. 11; De Vries, Genéve 
pépiniére (see above, n. 13), 2: 118-120. 

18 Ch. Hartsoeker and Ph. van Limborch, eds., Praestantium ac Eruditorum (see 
above n. 4), p. 538, Uytenbogaert to Louise de Coligny, 14 February 1619; cf. the 'escrit 
apologetique pour les Remonstrans, adressé aux Eglises de France by Uytenbogaert in 
1623, in Brieven (see above n. 5) 2: 69; RCP 11: 79; De Vries, Genève pépinière, 2: 122- 
125, 16 March 1615, and, in particular, his remark, p. 124: “Nam quam lupi graves a 
Satana excitati male vexare et, si possent, perdere conantur ..." 
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nourished the hope of taking advantage of the presence of the theologi 
exteri at the Synod, it is obvious that they had no expectations regarding 
"ceux de Geneve.” Uytenbogaert would later, during the course of the 
Synod, vehemently denounce the fact that the ministers had "passé an 
et jour, monstré si evidemment leur grande partialité?!? Having retained 
a narrow margin to maneuver, the majority party of the States General 
was obliged for a period to renounce the inclusion of the theologians 
of Geneva in order to appease the Remonstrants and their political 
protectors. Although the letter of invitation to the Synod, dated 25 July 
1618 and addressed to the various Reformed churches of Europe, arrived 
in Zurich in mid-July and was subsequently transmitted to the churches 
of Bern, Basel and Schaffhousen, the Compagnie expressed surprise at 
having received no word. The Genevans were displeased to learn that 
it was the Remonstrants who had obstructed their invitation to Dordt. 
On 17/27 August 1618, Théodore Tronchin explained to his colleague 
of Zurich Kaspar Waser, who had enquired about the attendance of the 
deputies of the Compagnie at the Synod: "Messieurs les Estats Generaux 
du Pais Bas avoyent deliberé d'escrire à Geneve comme à vous [...]. 
Mais depuis les Remonstrans s'y sont opposés, tellement que, pour ne 
les enaigrir pas, ils n ont point escrit à Geneve??? 

The Compagnie was offended by the lack of respect that it had been 
accorded. Despite the reassuring news communicated to them by Pierre 
de Brederode, the ambassador of the United Provinces to the Evangel- 
ical Union in Germany, the Genevans showed a growing irritation that 
reflected the stark realization of the peculiar place they occupied in the 
Reformed community. When the letter from the States General finally 
arrived in Geneva on 29 September/9 October 1618, the irritation was at 
its peak. Bénédict Turrettini’s brother-in-law Jean-Louis Calandrini had, 
that very day, sent a message to Zurich in which he expressed out loud the 
Genevans’ sentiments: “Monsieur de Brederode en avoit donné quelque 
intention, mais sans effect. On est un peu esmerveillé de la cause, le 
prenant non pas à oubliance, mais à quelque mespris.””! A few days later, 


19 Ch. Hartsoeker and Ph. van Limborch, eds., Ibid., p. 537. 

20 Zurich, Zentralbibliothek (ZB), ms. F 171, fol. 120", 17 August 1618; cf. Geneva, 
M.H.R., Arch. Tronchin 27, fol. 291", 11 August 1618. For additional more details RCP 
14, 11, proceedings of 29 and 30 September 1618. 

?! Zurich, ZB, ms. F 171, fol. 79", 29 September 1618. The irritation of the Genevans 
was apparent in the United Provinces: “as Geneva hath much stomaked that they were 
so long forgotten" (Milton, ed., The British Delegation (see above, n. 3), p. 49, Carleton to 
Naunton, 29 September/9 October 1618). 
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Waser remarked with relief that the Genevans had at last been invited 
to Dordt: "Je suis trés aise que vous avez aussi invité Messieurs de Ge- 
neve, comme d’ une Eglise des principales et premieres, de laquelle vous 
aurez Monsieur Deodati et Monsieur Turretin ou Tronchin, trés habiles 
hommes. Et eussiez fait (pardonnez moy) un grand peché si neles eussiez 
aussi convié??? 

The change of heart of the States General can be explained in large 
part by the rise to power of Maurice of Nassau and his allies and their 
growing engagement in the religious affairs of the Republic. Maurice 
had openly taken the side of the Contra-Remontrants in January 1617 
and the Compagnie des Pasteurs had been greatly relieved to learn some 
weeks later that “le meilleur parti" had thus been strongly reinforced.” 
On 31 July 1618, with the support of the majority of the provinces 
at the States General, Maurice had disarmed manu militari the special 
troops (waardgelders) mustered at Utrecht following the "sharp" deci- 
sion (Scherpe Resolutie) made by the States of Holland on 4 August 1617, 
authorizing the cities to mobilize urban militias to safeguard order. He 
dismissed in a single stroke the city council and the provincial deputies 
to the States General. This show of force pushed Rotterdam and Lei- 
den to disband their waardgelders as well on 22 and 23 August. A deci- 
sive threshold was crossed on 29 August, when Oldenbarnevelt, Grand 
Pensionary of Holland, Hugo Grotius, Pensionary of Rotterdam, and 
Rombout Hogerbeets, Pensionary of Leiden, were arrested at the Bin- 
nenhof at The Hague. Maurice was then ready to begin the purge of 
pro-Remonstrant regents from the city councils in Holland. It is in this 
climate, favorable to the Contra-Remonstrants, that the decision was 
finally made on 26 August to write to Geneva.” 


22 Zurich, ZB, Collectio Simleriana 167, no. 61a, 4/14 October 1618. The case of the 
Church of Geneva did not, it seems, represent an exception. According to Brandt, the 
churches of the territories of Nassau- Wetterau, Brandenburg, Bremen and Eastern Frisia 
were also late to be called to Dordt (Brandt, The History of the Reformation (see above 
D. 4) 3, 33, p. 7). The deputies from Nassau-Wetterau would not join the Synod until 
17 December 1618, while the Margrave of Brandenburg would end up abandoning 
the idea of sending theologians to Dordt in order to cater to his Lutheran subjects 
(Bodo Nischan, "Ihe Schools of Brandenburg and the "Second Reformation": Centers of 
Calvinist Learning and Propaganda; in Calviniana. Ideas and Influence of Jean Calvin, ed. 
R.V. Schnucker, (Kirksville, 1988) p. 230). As for the Prince of Anhalt, he took umbrage 
at the suggestion that he should send a confession of faith of his theologians to verify that 
it was in consonance with that of the Netherlands (Uytenbogaert, Brieven (see above n. 5) 
2: 70-71). 

233 RCP 13, ed. by N. Fornerod, Ph. Boros, et al. (Geneva, 2001), pp. 50-51. 

4 On the global context of the politico-religious crisis that shook the United Prov- 
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Unlike the representatives of the four Evangelical Cantons in Switzer- 
land gathered at Aarau in September 1618, who were far from unified 
on the question of sending theologians to Dordt, the Compagnie des 
Pasteurs determined, almost as soon as they received the letter, to send 
representatives to the Synod, with the approval of the Genevan Conseil. 
Two ministers and professors of theology at the Académie, Jean Diodati 
and Théodore Tronchin, were chosen.” Diodati (1576-1649) was cer- 
tainly the member of the Compagnie who enjoyed the greatest renown 
abroad after Simon Goulart, thanks to his Italian annotated version of 
the Bible published in 1607, and his involvement with Paolo Sarpi and 
the English embassy in the affairs of the Venetian Republic in 1605 and 
1608. Tronchin (1582-1657), six year younger than his colleague, was 
seen as a promising theologian and had had previous experience in the 
Netherlands. Both of them had been appointed professor of theology at 
the Genevan Academy after having been in charge of the chair of Hebrew. 
Diodati who was less than enthusiastic at the idea of traveling suggested 
that his nephew Bénédict Turrettini (1588-1631), the third chair of theo- 
logy in Geneva, take his place and also offered to take on responsibili- 
ties teaching theology in Geneva. The Compagnie refused, “pour bonnes 
raisons; to consider his choice and Diodati left with Tronchin on 7/17 
October 1618. 

The delegates of the Compagnie were relatively well informed concern- 
ing the terms of the doctrinal differences that plagued the churches of 
the Netherlands. They had most notably acquired a detailed and reliable 
knowledge of the state of the controversy thanks to a Latin translation of 
the Acts of the Hague Conference in 1611 between the Remonstrants and 
the Contra-Remonstrants, which had been published in 1615 under the 
title Collatio Scripto habita Hagae comitis ...?6 Tronchin had moreover 


inces, see A.W. Harrison, The Beginnings of Arminianism to the Synod of Dort (London, 
1926), and Jonathan I. Israel, The Dutch Republic. Its Rise, Greatness, and Fall, 1477-1806 
(Oxford, 1995), pp. 421-465. 

?5 RCP 14, appendix 5, and proceedings of 29/30 September/9/10 October and 3/13 
October 1618. 

?6 Collatio Scripto habita Hagae comitis anno ab incarnato Domino 1611. inter quosdam 
Ecclesiastas de divina Praedestinatione, et ejus appendicibus, trans. H. Brand (Zierikzee, 
1615). Even if Tronchin bought his own personal exemplar during the Synod, there is 
no doubt that the content of the Collatio was well known in Geneva, because Diodati 
referred to it in his letters as something familiar to Turrettini (Geneva, MHR, Archives 
Tronchin 18, f. 85"). On the side of the Remonstrants, Petrus Bertius had published that 
year his own translation ofthe proceedings entitled Scripta adversaria collationis Haganae 
(Ihe Hague, 1615). Each faction attempted moreover to publicize the controversy abroad. 
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studied in Leiden from October 1604 to August 1605, the very moment 
when the debate between Jacob Arminius and Franciscus Gomarus was 
particularly heated. The signatures of the two professors appear in his 
Liber amicorum, as well as those of Lubbertus, Anton Walaeus and Daniel 
Heinsius, and even Petrus Bertius, Hugo Grotius, and Johannes Arnoldus 
Corvinus, the latter of whom would later figure among the Remonstrant 
ministers called to appear at Dordt. Tronchin had also brought to Geneva 
his notes from a course Arminius had given on Galatians.”’ 

Among the members of the Compagnie, Simon Goulart closely fol- 
lowed the turn of events in the United Provinces, notably through the 
news sent by his son Simon who had joined the ranks of the Remon- 
strants' supporters.?? Diodati and Tronchin could also count on the assis- 
tance of a large network of political personalities who had studied in 
Geneva, such as the future judges of Oldenbarnevelt Adriaen Manmaker, 
head counselor to the Zeelander nobility at the States General, and Marti- 
nus Gregorii, who would preside on behalf of the delegates at the opening 
and closing of the Synod of Dordt. 

Collaboration was nevertheless difficult inside the Genevan delega- 
tion. Diodati lamented that Tronchin failed to cooperate with him and 
complained on several occasions about having to take on the lions share 
of the task alone. These quibbles reveal the existence of divisions or 
rivalries within the Compagnie itself, divisions that appear to have arisen 
from personal animosities between the two men rather than actual doc- 
trinal divisions. Faced with the Arminian crisis, the Genevan delegates 
agreed on the main points, even if they did not systematically act in con- 
cert. Both believed that Arminianism was at best the latest manifestation 


Philippe Duplessis-Mornay, for example, mentioned in May 1617 a "lettre des Eglises 
de Zelande ... lesquelles ... expliquent fort clairement en quoy different les parties 
sur les cinq points controvers ... avec un Traitté imprimé sur ce subject en nostre 
langue" (Duplessis-Mornay, Memoires de Philippes de Mornay ..., 3 (Amsterdam, 1652), 
"Memoire baillé à Messieurs les deputés d' Anjou au synode national; 10 May 1617, 
p. 1138). 

27 Geneva, MHR, Archives Tronchin 31 and 80. 

28 The younger Simon Goulart had remained in contact with his father after having 
been suspended from his ministry by the consistory ofthe Walloon church of Amsterdam 
in 1615 (Leonard C. Jones, Simon Goulart, 1543-1628. Etude biographique et biblio- 
graphique (Genéve, 1917), pp. 257-259, 268, 314 and 460-467). 

2 See RCP 14, appendix 30, 63 and 64, Diodati to Turrettini, 9 December 1618, 4 and 
9 March 1619: "Vous vous pourrez enquerir d' autres du peu ou point de soulagement que 
jen ai. Et cependant, il y a bien de la magistralité que je devore sans la gouster.” Diodati 
would have preferred that the Compagnie chose Bénédict Turrettini to go with Tronchin 
at Dordt. 
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of semipelagianism and that the Synod was called upon to seal the hard- 
won victory of the proponents of orthodoxy in the Netherlands. 

Diodati and Tronchin were charged with making known *le senti- 
ment" of the Church of Geneva— "ses voeux, son labeur, son esperance, 
son opinion, son ressentiment, ses gemissemens et soupirs”? Tellingly, 
the Compagnie made them promise before leaving not to demean the 
Genevan church and to preserve the memory of Calvin and Beza, "ces 
grandes lumieres qui ont esclairé en ceste Eglise"?! It did not authorize 
them to consent to a new common confession of faith. They were also 
given the duty while they were in the Netherlands of pleading the cause 
of the Protestants of the Marquisate of Saluces to Maurice of Nassau, so 
that the prince might pressure the Duke of Savoy to soften his stance 
toward them. The Conseil of the city also asked them to study the possi- 
bility of obtaining debt relief for a substantial sum loaned to Geneva by 
the states of Holland and West Friesland in 1594. Diodati and Tronchin 
had to await favorable circumstances before undertaking such an enter- 
prise, and the Petit-Conseil recommended them to act prudently so as 
not to compromise the good relationship between the United Provinces 
and Geneva. If the city council asked the theologians to undertake these 
ancillary initiatives, it was because it considered the convocation of a 
national council in the United Provinces as representing a clear politi- 
cal victory for the Contra-Remonstrants to whom the Church of Geneva 
had offered unflagging support for a decade. The council hoped to bene- 
fit from the good will accrued by the Genevan theologians among the 
Contra-Remonstrant party and to take advantage of their connections in 
the Netherlands.?? 

Five days after the Genevan delegation arrived in Dordt, it was ac- 
corded at the opening of the Synod on 13 November 1618 a lowly posi- 


30 Ibid., appendix 15, 7/17 October 1618. The letter is published in the Acta Synodi 
nationalis [...] Dordrechti habitae anno MDCXVIII ET MDCXIX (Dordrecht, 1620), 
pp. 11-13 (sess. 3). I have followed the French translation of the Acta by Richard-Jean 
de Nérée, Actes du Synode National, tenu à Dordrecht, l'an MDCXIIX et XIX. Ensemble 
les Jugemens tant des Theologiens Estrangers que de ceux des Provinces Unies des Pais Bas, 
sur les poincts de doctrine y debattus et controvers (Leiden, 1624), 1: 19. 

31 RCP14, proceedings of 5/15 March 1619. 

32 Ibid., appendix 56, 57, 74, 84 and 9o.— The thesis of W.A. McComish that this 
financial diplomacy served to determine the strict orthodoxy of the Genevan delegates is 
unconvincing. It is clear that the Genevan pastorate already had its mind made up about 
the Arminian theses well in advance of the council’s raising the question of renegotiating 
the city's debts. W.A. McComish, The Epigones, pp. 54-56, and 'La délégation genevoise 
au synode de Dort, (see above n. 11), pp. 131-132, and the debate proceedings, p. 151). 
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tion in the hierarchy of seating—the third from last position, following 
the Swiss and before the theologians from Bremen and Emden—in keep- 
ing with Genevas status as a small independent city. This masks the excel- 
lent reputation that the Genevan theologians in fact enjoyed in the United 
Provinces. Diodati in particular was held in such high esteem that he was 
recurrently approached while at Dordt with seductive offers ofa chair in 
theology at the University of Leiden.? Moreover, the Genevans had the 
privilege of being the only French-speaking representatives to partici- 
pate in the Synod, due to the orders that Louis XIII had issued forbid- 
ding the theologians of the French churches, Pierre Du Moulin, André 
Rivet, Daniel Chamier and Jean Chauve, to travel to Dordt in October of 
1618. It is in this capacity that Diodati was requested to sit, on 25 March 
1619, on the commission charged with drawing up the Canons of the 
Synod with the Bishop of Llandaff George Carleton and the deputy of 
the Palatinate Abraham Scultetus. The close relationship that the Church 
of Geneva had with the French Reformed churches also led the Synod 
to ask that Diodati contact Du Moulin to request his opinion on the five 
articles of the controversy. 

What role did Diodati and Tronchin expect to play at Dordt? The con- 
tent of the letter of invitation from the States General was vague enough 
as to be confusing. Tronchin clearly indicated in the report that he sub- 
mitted to the Genevan Conseil upon his return from the Synod that 
the Genevans thought that the case against the Remonstrants would be 
completed before their arrival in Holland: ^... nous avions creu trou- 
ver toutes choses disposées et prestes à estre jugées, comme un procés 
tout instruit sur lequel on nous demanderoit nos advis comme sur choses 
à nous desjà conues, tant par nostre profession, que par les livres pub- 
liés au Pais Bas de part et d'autre, dont le principal avoit esté imprimé 
par consentement des parties et autorité des Estats de Hollande" ?* This 
expectation perhaps explains why the letter addressed by the Church of 
Geneva to the Synod makes no secret of the predisposition of its dele- 
gates against Arminianism. If the Compagnie rejoiced at the prospect 
of the Synod allowing them to work “asseurement et fidelement, selon 


33 The Genevan theologian had been recommended to Leiden to Cornelis van der 
Mijle by Francois d' Aerssen as early as 1611 (Philip Christiaan Molhuysen, Bronnen tot 
de Geschiedenis der Leidsche Universiteit, 7 vols. (Ihe Hague, 1913-1924), 2: 32*. During 
the Synod of Dordt Diodati repeatedly declined the invitation that had been made to 
him, even though the prospect ended up seeming pretty attractive in April 1619 (RCP 
14, appendix 23, 27, 30, 35, 40, 44, 61, 72, 75 and 76). 

34 Ibid., appendix 90, 22 June/2 July 1619. 
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l'ordonnance du Seigneur, au restablissement de la concorde et de la 
paix ..., it also came to a conviction on how best to approach that goal: 
"en chassant et rejectant au loing de l'Eglise ces questions dangereuses 
et espineuses? It was clear that the Synod had to "retrancher les racines 
du mal” in order to avoid that “la mesme contagion n infecte le reste des 
autres Eglises reformées.” It lamented that “les points et articles qu'on 
ne devroit jamais remuer" had been "troublés et lacerés" by some “nou- 
veautés suspectes, that “les noms des bons serviteurs de Dieu" had been 
"vilipendés et mis en ignominie" and that “les Confessions tirées de la 
parole de Dieu, scellées et approuvées par le sang de tant de martyrs" 
might be "tenues dommageables et nuisibles? The message delivered by 
the pastors of Geneva to the Synod was unambiguous: reestablishing 
peace and concord meant not simply defending the pure doctrine, as 
it was expressed in the Confessio Belgica, but also unequivocally con- 
demning Arminian doctrine. They compared the Remonstrants to vil- 
lains who were attempting to revive a heresy long ago condemned— 
unscrupulous “larrons,” attempting to revive “les anciennes heresies des 
Arriens et Pelagiens, pieca condamnées" —and their allegations left a last- 
ing impression on their target.’ 

This tone was familiar to all who had corresponded with the Contra- 
Remonstrants. It is noteworthy that the delegate from Zurich Johann 
Jacob Breitinger mentioned only that the Church of Geneva had strongly 
urged concord and peace.* Praised by the secretary of the deputies to the 


35 I am relying on the French translation of the Acta (see above n. 30), 1: 18-21, (sess. 
3). The long-standing expression "scellee par le sang de tant de martyrs" is very common: 
see for instance Iohannis Calvini opera que supersunt omnia ... vol. 18, no. 3452, Antoine 
de Chandieu to Calvin, 22 juillet 1561, or the paragraph that Simon Goulart added to 
Crespin's Histoire des Martyrs ... in 1582 (7, fol. 462) to introduce the text of the Confessio 
Gallicana. A century later, a note by the French translator of the Gerard Brandt’s Histoire 
put the emphasis on the evolution of the Church of Geneva: "Messieurs de Geneve ne 
parlent plus le Langage de leurs Peres: ils connoissent mieux l' Esprit de P Evangile; ils 
ne croient pas que l'on doive comparer les Remontrans à des Larrons et à des pillards. 
Leur Académie est peut-étre aujourd’ hui la plus excellente Ecóle de Modération qu'il y 
ait dans la Chrétienté" (Histoire abregée de la Reformation des Pais-Bas (see above n. 4), 
2: 10). 

36 Zurich, ZB, Simleriana 167, 68, Breitinger to the Church of Zurich, 4/14 Novem- 
ber 1618: "Genevensium item quibus synodum ad concordiae et pacis studium serio 
hortantur"—When Johannes Bogerman informed Johann Jacob Breitinger that the 
church of Zurich was to be invited to the national Synod of the churches of the Nether- 
lands, he insisted on the fact that the Antechrist sought to infect all the Reformed 
Churches and wrote: "Opus est nobis viris non tantum doctis ac piis, sed imprimis ortho- 
doxiae tenacissimis, prudentibus, perspicacibus, ac fraudum et impostorum Jesuiticarum 
non imperitis. Mysterium est iniquitatis non tantum Ecclesiaticae sed et politicae, quod 
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States General, Daniel Heinsius, the letter from the Genevans—the only 
one sent from a foreign delegation to the Synod, which would later gain 
particular prominence in the publication of the Acta—had quickly been 
copied and circulated, while the States General indicated its desire to 
guarantee the integrity of the proceedings of the Synod. For Diodati, the 
isolated character of the action of the Compagnie had only testified to the 


“charité et bons sentimens" of the Church of Geneva “en ces malheureux 


affaires"? 


Diodati believed from the outset of the Synod that the doctrine of the 
Remonstrants must receive absolute condemnation. To the ambassadors 
of France who requested at the end of 1618 that moderation be shown 
toward the Arminians, Diodati explained in no uncertain terms that the 
goal of the Synod was not to compromise, but rather to stigmatize heresy 
in an irrevocable judgment: 


... cela est contraire à la pratique de tous Synodes generaux et dommage- 
able pour cet Estat, oü les deux partis estoyent venus en si extremes aigreurs 
et animosités, lesquelles on ne peut esperer d'attremper par palliatives. Il 
faut venir à une decision qui abbatte tout à fait la fausseté et ses ministres 
sans laisser aucune liberté de la publier.?? 


The role of the Synod consisted in effect in establishing "la verité trés 
purement et sainement et sobrement et moderement" and ejecting from 
the ecclesiastical body those who would refuse, as the Remonstrant 
ministers, to "quitter leurs opinions et humeurs tout à fait heretiques 


quiquarticularia (quam vocant) controversia occultat. Turbatur Ecclesia, turbatur Politia, 
orthodoxi quibusdam in locis persecutione passi sunt ..." (Zurich, ZB, Collectio Simle- 
riana 167, no. 27, 23 June 1618). 

37 RCP 14, appendix 27, Diodati to the Conseil de Genéve, 30 November 1618.— 
Diodati himself heaped praise on the poignant sermon given two weeks later by the Dean 
of Worcester Joseph Hall, whose Pauline expression contrasted, at least formally, with the 
Genevan style: "Le docteur Hall, Anglois, a commencé ce matin à faire une predication 
latine dans l' assemblée ... où il a pathetiquement et excellemment descouvert les mal- 
adies et monstré les remedes de ces maux, et a esmeu tout le monde" (Ibid., appendix 26, 
28 [sic for 29] November 1618, to Turrettini). He added that he had followed the example 
set by his English colleague for a French sermon, which he noted with satisfaction had 
retained the attention of influential members of the Remonstrant party. 

38 RCP 14, appendix 36, Diodati to the Conseil de Genéve, 29 December 1618.— 
Brandt asserts according to the Historisch Verhael that Diodati let his hostility toward 
the Remonstrants show when they visited the foreign theologians before the beginning 
of the Synod: “Deodatus ... cast it in their dish, that they had spoken contemptibly of 
Calvin; further objecting, that if they had continued in power, they would have used their 
adversaries as ill as they were now treated by them" (The History of the Reformation (see 
above n. 4) 3: 34, p. 43). 
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et acariastres?? Under no circumstances could the Genevans accept 
comparisons of the procedures of the Council of Trent with those of 
Dordt: “il fut licite aux nostres de protester à l'encontre du Concile 
de Constance et de celuy de Trente; d'autant que nous ne faisons pas 
profession d'union avec eux.” At the time of the Council of Trent the 
Protestants were already separated from the Roman Church. The case 
of the Remonstrants is different since they claim that they belong to 
the Reformed churches. The alternatives can then be summed up as 
follows: either the Remonstrants are obliged to submit "au jugement du 
corps, lequel est representé par le Synode; or they “declarent ... qu'ils 
renoncent volontairement à l'union des Eglises Reformées de ces Pays" 
and it would fall to the civil authorities to agree on what "[il] sera besoing 
de faire par cy aprés? ^9 

In expressing this ultimatum, the Genevans were far from alone. On 
the contrary, their views were on the whole shared by the majority of 
the foreign delegates. Even before the appearance of the Remonstrants 
before the synod assembly on 7 December 1618, the affair seemed already 
resolved: it would be necessary that the Remonstrant ministers, wrote 
Diodati on 22 November, “ployent ou qu'ils se resolvent à quitter leurs 
charges aprés le Synode? Among the assembly, he noted on 9 Decem- 
ber, “tous les estrangers sont fort accordans.”*! Only the delegates from 
Bremen seemed in his eyes prone to plead in favor of religious tolerance. 
Furthermore, for Diodati, this position was “maintenant un poison mor- 
tel, veu les affaires et courages aigris?? 

His understanding of the historical events that had led to such divi- 
sions in the United Provinces, where political and religious situation 


?? Ibid., appendix 40, Diodati to Turrettini, 12 January 1619, and 27, 3o November 
1618. 

4 Actes du Synode National (see above n. 30), 1: 182 and 184, 12 December 1618 (sess. 
29): ‘Advis des Theologiens de T Eglise de Geneve, sur la protestation faicte par les Freres 
Remonstrans: 

^! RCP 14, appendix 23 and 30, Diodati to Turrettini. Before the arrival of the Remon- 
strants, Diodati informs the Genevan Conseil of his satisfaction with the Synod: "cete 
assemblée synodale est toute composée de pieté, gravité, moderation, et on y void reluire 
en toutes ses actions l Esprit de Dieu" (Ibid., appendix 27, 30 November 1618). 

2 Ibid., appendix 32, Diodati to Turrettini, 16 December1618. This feeling was actu- 
ally shared in England by James I and Archbishop George Abbot. As Peter Lake observes, 
"religious and political tension had grown so great that unity could only be achieved 
through the imposition of silence by one on the other" (Peter Lake, ‘Calvinism and the 
English Church 1570-1635; Past and Present 114 (1987), p. 52).—On the delegation of 
Bremen see J. Fr. Iken ‘Bremen und die Synode zu Dordrecht; Bremisches Jahrbuch 10 
(1878), 11-83. 


A REAPPRAISAL OF THE GENEVAN DELEGATION 199 


would progressively become inextricable, was reinforced by the widely- 
held impressions of current events that each day seemed to be confirmed 
by leaks about the ongoing trial of Oldenbarnevelt: "La trame se descou- 
vre avoir esté en faveur de l' Espagnol, par une reconciliation et racco- 
modement sous les formes des privileges anciens ...” Since “la religion 
reformée et syncere" allowed for “aucune confidence avec I’ Espagnol,” 
the Grand Pensionary had used the opinions of Arminius to bolster his 
political designs. Arminianism thus not only shook the foundation of the 
Reformed faith, it had also constituted a serious threat for the unity to the 
United Provinces: 


Il avoit resolu aussi, sous ombre de l' Arminianisme, auquel il trouvoit les 
autres provinces trop restives, de separer la Hollande de Il’ Union, laquelle 
faisant ses traités avec l' Espagnol eust par sa puissance et proeminence 
attiré toutes les autres à la mesme resolution par force.? 


Diodati surely felt that Oldenbarnevelt had been close to achieving this 
objective. Anyhow, he considered that the progress of the trial in The 
Hague and the proceedings of the Synod of Dordt were intertwined 
developments: “Je di qu’ il faut ici faire comme aux viperes couper la teste 
et la queué. A La Haye ils ont la teste, nos hic extremos articulos cura- 
mus."^ The function he attributed to the Synod is in this respect pro- 
foundly significant: “le synode travaille à l extirpation de cete meschante 
faction qui r a eu que la Religion et ses opinions pour pretextes?^ 

The Genevans distinguished themselves for the firmness they demon- 
strated in matters of synodal discipline. Their desire to restrict as much as 
possible the room for maneuver of the Remonstrants summoned to the 
Synod is blatant and often indicated a specific test of disciplinary prac- 
tice. Théodore Tronchin confirmed for example that, without his par- 
ticipation in the Synod, the assembly would have made the mistake of 
implicitly granting to the Remonstrants the status of a collective group 
by addressing letters to all ministers who wished to appear, rather than 
only to some of them as individuals. He also claimed the credit for 


55 Ibid., appendix 36, 29 December 1618. 

4 Ibid., appendix 60, Diodati to Turrettini, 14 February 1619. The action taken at the 
Synod could very well have been facilitated by the outcome of the trial of the prisoners 
at The Hague: "La fin du procés des prisonniers facilitera aussi bien fort la decision du 
synode et abbattra toutes les esperances des Arminiens, desquels on est tout à fait resolu 
de se desfaire, au moins leur oster tout exercice et charge publique" (Ibid., appendix 36, 
29 December 1618). 

^ Ibid., appendix 36, 29 December 1618. 
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steering the Synod out of an impasse on 29 December when the foreign 
delegations were divided over the prospect of ejecting the Remonstrants 
and judging the doctrine solely from their writings. By handing over 
to the States General the job of pronouncing the final verdict on the 
Synod, the political delegates did nothing more than follow his advice: 
"Quand jeus achevé les deputés des Estats confererent ensemble et aprés 
dirent qu'il n'estoit besoin d'opiner davantage, qu'ils suiveroyent cet 
advis et envoyeroyent à La Haye quelc un d' entreux? ^ The decree of the 
States General on 1 January 1619, which followed this recommendation, 
validated the decisions that had been made at Dordt while authorizing 
the Synod to make pronouncements on the basis of the principal writings 
and formal declarations of the Remonstrants, if the latter continued their 
stonewalling. 

When the majority of the assembly resolved to follow this route ten 
days later, Diodati expressed his satisfaction: "C'est le conseil que jai 
pressé il y a plus d'un mois: il est legitime, sain, facile" all the more 
because the Remonstrants "donnent à present toute autre forme à ces 
questions ď Arminius et la donneront tous les jours nouvelle estans 
de vrais Protées et jose quasi dire athées?" Already convinced that 
the Synod had nothing to gain by yielding to punctilious procedural 
scruples, Diodati was the sole delegate who had simply suggested, as 
early as mid-December 1618, that the issues in the controversy should 
be from the outset taken from the Acts of the Hague Conference, with 
no permission for the Remonstrants themselves to present their views 
before the assembly. He then recommended that the Synod make haste 
to squeeze "ces anguilles, lesquelles ne se plaisent quà gaigner temps" 
by forcing the Remonstrants to present forthwith "des passages exprés de 
l'Escriture" to defend their doctrinal position. This urgent suggestion was 
repudiated by the praeses Bogerman, who reminded him that the letters 


^$ Comment from Tronchin concerning his conduct at the Synod of Dordt, forthcom- 
ing in RCP 14. Cf. ‘Advis des Theologiens de l'Eglise de Geneve, sur la protestation 
faicte par les Freres Remonstrans’: “Et ne faut pas qu ils divisent le corps en deux, ou bien 
qu ils s imaginent d'avoir une adverse partie, ou droict et auctorité de s attribuer d' estre 
un corps, ce qui ne leur est permis par aucune loy, et ne leur a esté octroyé jusques icy, 
par aucune puissance souveraine" (Actes du Synode National (see above n. 30) 1, p. 182. 
Uytenbogaert would later complain that the Remonstrants did not in fact get the oppor- 
tunity to speak as a coherent group: "On ne vouloit pas mesmes que les citez parlassent 
comme en corps, mais teste pour teste, chacun pour soy" (Uytenbogaert, Brieven (see 
above n. 5) 2: 71). 

47 RCP 14, appendix 40, 12 January 1619. 
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of invitation had offered the Remonstrants the opportunity to present 
and defend their opinions before the assembly of the Synod.*? 

For an attentive observer like the Huguenot Philippe Duplessis-Mor- 
nay, the respect for this principle was precisely the sine qua non of a 
synod. As for Uytenbogaert, he vehemently denounced the malice that 
he felt drove the Genevans: "Se pouvoit il imaginer chose plus esloignée 
du desir d accomoder les affaires?”*? But Diodati fully understood that 
the Remonstrants did not come to a Synod that was predisposed against 
them with the intention of submissively bowing to the decisions that 
would be made there, nor to “subir le jugement du Synode?” If the 
Remonstrants had agreed to appear at Dordt, it was above all to contest 
the legitimacy of the Synod itself, and then to enter into debate with 
their adversaries the Contra-Remonstrants, and, in the end, to contain 
through evasive maneuvers the synodal juggernaut imposed upon them 
against their will. 

The divergent opinions on synodal discipline did not however pro- 
voke significant tensions among the delegations. Diodati feared the dele- 
terious consequences that might be caused by “quelque faux bon" of the 
representatives from Bremen, "surtout pour la tolerance, à laquelle ils 
enclinent^?! but he remained confident about the attitude of the other 
delegates. He wrote to Turrettini on 16 December 1618: *le reste du 


48 Ibid., appendix 32, 16 December 1618; Hales, Golden Remains (see above n. 3), 2: 
42, Hales to Sir Dudley Carleton, 5/15 December 1618. 

2 Ph. Duplessis-Mornay, Memoires (see above n. 26) 3, Memoire baillé à Messieurs 
les deputés d' Anjou au synode national; 10 May 1617, pp. 1138-1139: “... je diray avec 
toute sousmission, qu'il est dangereux de donner son advis precisement et definitivement 
en l'animosité ou sont les parties, auxquelles on ne peut si tost avoir lasché le mot, que ce 
differend esbranle les fondemens dela Religion Chrestienne, qu' aussi tost ils ne se portent 
à la separation, quelque esperance qu'on leur donne d'un Synode. Que bien est il vray 
que les propositions des Remonstrans (ainsi appellent ils les Arminiens), comme elles 
sont expliquées és susdits Traittés, sont de telle nature en plusieurs instances; Mais qu' en 
choses de telle consequence, il est necessaire d'ouir la partie par sa bouche, entendre 
les intelligences et defenses qu'elle y apporte, la rendre, en tant qu'on peut, capable 
de meilleur sens, premier que de se resoudre à donner conseil d'une rupture, laquelle 
seroit puis aprés irremediable”; cf. Suite des Lettres et Memoires de messire Philippes 
de Mornay ..., 4 (Amsterdam, 1651), *Memoire de M. du Plessis pour le synode de 
Dordrecht, envoyé à M. Marbaut’, 4 January 1619, pp. 121-124. Ch. Hartsoeker and Ph. 
van Limborch, eds., Praestantium ac Eruditorum (see above n. 4), p. 538, Uytenbogaert 
to Louise de Coligny, 14 February 1619. 

5° RCP 14, appendix 27, 30 November 1618. On 29 December, Diodati summed up 
the obstacles preventing the progress of the Synod: “On a esté grandement empesché au 
Synode à la maniére de proposer les questions et maintenant on ne le sera pas moins és la 
maniere de les ventiler et debattre, car ils veulent conference et dispute, à quoy le Synode 
ne se demettra jamais? (Ibid., appendix 36, 29 December 1618). 

5! Ibid. appendix 32. 
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Synode marche fort sainement, mais aussi fort lentement et phlegma- 
tiquement. Vous seriez estonné de tant d'oisiveté, de patience, silence, 
ordre??? But compared to most of the foreign theologians, Diodati was 
on the whole less worried about parrying the criticisms that could bring 
about an excessively rigid application of synodal procedure. Four days 
after the brusque ejection of the Remonstrants by the praeses Bogerman 
on 14 January, he wrote to the English Ambassador Sir Dudley Carleton: 
“Jai peur que voulant satisfaire aux calomnies par trop de scrupulosité on 
ne satisfera pas aux vrayes necessités de I’ Eglise??? At the time, Tronchin 
expressed a sentiment that seems to have been shared by a good number 
of delegates to the Synod: 


Ceux qui sont cause de nostre retardement, n ayant voulu nous aider en 
declarant franchement leur doctrine et leurs raisons, ce qu on n'a jamais 
peu obtenir d' eux, ont contraint le Synode de les renvoyer et d' en juger par 
leurs escrits. Nous avons gagné le tems qu ils eussent employé à parler.” 


The obvious differences of opinion that emerged concerning the disci- 
plinary treatment of the Remonstrant ministers at Dordt cannot obscure 
the fact that the foreign delegates unanimously rejected the Remon- 
strants protests regarding the legitimacy of the Synod. But if the con- 
duct of the Remonstrants ended up exasperating most of the foreign 
delegations—which never stopped defending the absolute prerogative 
of the Synod in matters of procedure—it is unquestionable that the 
Genevans distinguished themselves by the intensity of their intransi- 
gence toward the ministers summoned to Dordt. Other delegates, like 
the theologians from the Palatinate, sometimes vigorously refuted the 
protestations of the Remonstrants, but only the representatives from 
Emden proved to be as implacable in their positions and as unconcerned 
about creating a space for dialogue with the ministers summoned to the 
Synod. 


? Ibid. 

°3 Ibid., appendix 45, 18 January 1618. 

** Geneva, MHR, Archives Tronchin 19, fol. 4", Tronchin to Theodora Rocca, 8/18 
January 1619. 

°° The delegates from Geneva and Emden were the only foreigners who did not 
consider the offer that Episcopius made on 11 January to respond to Bogerman’s questions 
on the theses on the first Head of Doctrine in writing as a sign of progress. For Diodati and 
Tronchin, the “caprices” and the “obstination” ofthe Remonstrants were alone responsible 
for the slowness of the Synod proceedings. It would have been preferable for them to 
be forthcoming from the outset: "S'ils ont resolument arresté de tousjours contester et 
contredire sans se laisser gaigner aux Decrets synodaux; qu ils levent enfin le masque, 
se separent, et sous le nom feint de frere ne nous trompent plus davantage ..." (Actes 
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The most significant example of this severity was surely the urgency 
with which Diodati and the theologians of Emden approved, despite the 
feelings of the other foreign theologians, the most radical version of the 
censure against the Remonstrant ministers that Bogerman proposed the 
day after the signature of the Canons on the morning of 24 April 1619 
(sess. 137). The text presented in the afternoon (sess. 138), from which 
the reference to “disturbers of the country and the Republic" was excised 
and the tone moderated to obtain the approval of some of the other 
foreign delegations, was nevertheless praised by the theologians from 
Nassau and Geneve “ut piam, sanctam, prudentem et necessariam,° 
while the British and the Hessians had always been of the mind that, 
since the doctrine was defined in the Canons, it was incumbent only 
on the delegates of the Churches of the United Provinces to pronounce 
any condemnation of particular individuals. In the eyes of Diodati, 
the approval of the formulary by the Synod was far from an excessive 
measure. He wrote to Turrettini on 30 April: “Vous verrez la sentence 
donnée contre les chefs de ces troubles et, en toute sa moderation, a l'on 
eu beaucoup de peine de la faire passer"? 

Condemning at all costs the Arminian doctrine and the prominent 
Remonstrant ministers was certainly the main goal that the ministers 
of Geneva wanted to achieve in the Netherlands in order to avoid any 
risk of contagion among the Reformed churches, to restore peace and 
to eradicate some of the leading supporters of Oldenbarnevelts regime, 


du Synode National (see above n. 30) 1, pp. 288-289, 29 December 1618 (sess. 42): 
‘Sentence de ceux de Geneve: sur l' exception faicte par les Remonstrans al encontre du 
Decret du Synode: Touchant I ordre et la maniere de proceder au premier article’). In his 
correspondence, Diodati often refers to the Remonstrant ministers in harsh terms. 

56 Zurich, ZB, ms. B 235, Johann Jacob Breitinger’s journal, fol. 100°; H. Heppe, ed., 
‘Historia Synodi Nationalis Dordracenae’ (see above n. 11), pp. 309-310; Hales, Golden 
Remains (see above n. 3), 2: 155: *... in qua illud de perturbatione patriae et Reipublicae 
omittebatur, (notes of Balcanquahall on the latter sessions; cf. Milton, ed., The British 
Delegation (see above, n. 3), pp. 327 and 333). Balcanquahall thought that the conditions 
of the formulary were too severe, and added in a letter to Sir Dudley Carleton: *between 
the Forenoon and the Afternoon Session, there was strange labouring with the Exteri for 
getting their consent to it" (Hales, Ibid., pp. 145-146, 15/25 April 1619). Even the envoys 
of the Count Palatine wanted to add a clause specifying that the Remonstrants should be 
treated with care (Heppe, Ibid.). 

57 RCP 14, appendix 76.— Tronchin set out to prove that Episcopius was a Socinian. 
"Que c estoit moi qui avoi descouvert qu’ Episcopius estoit socinien, lorsque, aprés les V 
points, on donna charge à Messieurs les Anglois d' examiner la doctrine de Vorstius et à 
moi les dictats d' Episcopius" (Geneva, MHR, Archives Tronchin 37, fol. 485; cf. Archives 
Tronchin 17, fols. 155'-161', copy of Tronchins text). 
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but Diodati and Tronchin also considered that it was essential to restrain 
the excesses of the Contra-Remonstrants in order to calm tensions. 
The unconditional rejection of heterodoxy was to be accompanied by 
sustained pastoral counsel to bring all those who had been won over by 
Arminianism into the fold. In order to do this, Diodati thought it was 
high time to break the cycle of bitter partisan quarrels. He vituperated the 
“ministres brutalement indiscrets et importuns, who “mettent les ongles 
et le fer sans propos”?! Convinced of the need to heal the wounds, he took 
it upon himself to show great circumspection in his public addresses: 


Je croy qu un peu de prudence és pasteurs rehabilleroit bientost beaucoup 
de mal, mais ils ne sauroyent estre ici sans mettre le doigt sur l' ulcere non 
encores cicatrizé. J'y suis, autant que je puis, de conseil et d' exemple en 
toutes mes actions qui sont, par la grace de Dieu, receues avec beaucoup 
d' agreements et d' edification.?? 


Diodati expressed these thoughts after a Christmas sermon he deliv- 
ered in the court chapel in The Hague in the presence of the Prince of 
Orange Maurice of Nassau, the Count of Nassau-Dillemberg William 
Louis, the Dowager Princess Louise de Coligny, Frederick Henry of Nas- 
sau, as well as numerous public figures from each side of the ideological 
divide. Diodati confirmed that his sermon had had the desired effect: “... 
plusieurs courages effarouchés ont esté addoucis et ramollis, et desireroit 
on grandement que je peusse faire quelque sejour en ces cartiers après 
le Synode pour restaurer en partie les casseures? 9 In March of 1619, he 
informed the member of the Genevan Conseil Jean Sarasin that the del- 
egates from Geneva had delivered a stinging rebuke to the preconceived 
ideas that had surrounded their arrival at Dordt by sparing no effort to 
work toward religious reconciliation in the United Provinces: 


Nous avons tasché, Monsieur Tronchin et moi, en toutes nos actions 
synodales, ecclesiastiques, et particulieres de rendre nostre Eglise et ville 
de bonne odeur par une procedure fort esloignée de la passion et partialité 


58 Ibid., appendix 30, 9 December 1618. 

5 Ibid., appendix 35, Diodati to Turrettini, 28 December 1618. 

6 Ibid., appendix 36, 29 December 1618. Cf. London, The National Archives/Public 
Record Office (TNA/PRO), S.P. 84/87, fol. 1537, Carleton to Naunton, 16/26 December 
1618: "Diodati, the minister of that Church [Geneva] imployed hether to the Synode 
hath beene here at the Hagh this time of recesse and preached in the Court Chapell both 
yesterday and today in the presence of the Prince of Orange and Count William, the 
Princesse dovager and Count Henry, and a great concourse of men and women of both 
factions, which is a presage of a good agreement, but withall a kind of a riddle that a small 
chapell should hold more then a great church for these men have not seene themselves 
together in one church this many a day? 
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aigre qui avoit esté quasi generale en ces pais et dont on craignoit la 
fomentation et renfort de ceux de Geneve. Cela nous a acquis l'amitié de 
tous les bons des deux partis, rappelé plusieurs à la communion de nos 
Eglises ... Je preschai hier à La Haye et y sommes tous deux appelés pour 
les festes de Pasques. Je ne faudrai d' observer en tout cecila circonspection 
et moderation necessaire.! 


This conduct did not go totally unnoticed. Matthias Martinius, the dep- 
uty from Bremen and the foreign delegate with the most moderate stance 
toward the Remonstrants, recounted a private conversation he had had, 
according to Gerard Brandt, with the Remonstrant Eduard Poppius dur- 
ing the month of February 1619: “Martinius said, They ought to distin- 
guish between the violent and moderate. He extolled the temper of the 
English, and added, that those of Geneva had been stiff at first, but were 
then become more moderate?" €? Uncompromising on questions of syn- 
odal discipline, the Genevans proved to be considerably more concilia- 
tory where work toward religious harmony in the United Provinces was 
concerned, and when they turned to preserving or consolidating doc- 
trinal unity among the Reformed churches after the expulsion of the 
Remonstrants. 

Diodati was particularly engaged in making sure that the cohesion of 
the theologi exteri was not compromised by the combative contentious- 
ness of some divines, like Franciscus Gomarus or Abraham Scultetus, 
who behaved sometimes violently, particularly towards Matthias Mar- 
tinius. He could not stress enough the importance of showing restraint. 
He regretted only that the fever that had kept him away from the Synod 
for a period prevented him from further encouraging the mediation 
efforts led by the British following the violent altercation that pitted the 
delegates from Bremen against Gomarus, Lubbertus, and Scultetus at 
the beginning of February 1619.9? Although this intervention was deci- 
sive, the delegates from Bremen, vigorously accused of misusing certain 
scholastic categories and opening the door to Jesuit metaphysics, were 
no more than a hair's breadth away from leaving the Synod entirely. 
When he preached on the perseverance of the saints on 8 August 1619, 


61 Ibid., appendix 69, 23 March 1619.—In the report he submitted to the Conseil of 
Geneva upon his return from Dordt, Tronchin indicated that while in the Netherlands 
the Genevan delegation had made every effort to reestablish Geneva's reputation “qui y 
avoit esté descriée auparavant horriblement" (Ibid., appendix 90, 22 June/2 July 1619). 

© Brandt, The History of the Reformation (see above n. 4) 3: 38, p. 221. 

6 RCP 14, appendix 61, Diodati to Turrettini, 27 February 1619. 
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Diodati applied himself once more to the task of soothing the prevail- 
ing impetuosity among the delegates: “Je taschai d'esdifier et croi que 
jaurai addouci un peu les esprits irrités des aigres invectives precedentes, 
esquelles Basle et Heidelberg, Scultetus nommement, se sont monstrés 
assez vehemens?" 

This attitude is all the more significant because Diodati had worried 
about the possibility of the Synod taking a scholastic turn since the 
beginning of 1619. He advised the English Ambassador Carleton to use 
his influence so that the debates would be free of all scholastic terms: 
^... à mon advis, il faudroit retrancher toutes superflues, curieuses et 
scholastiques questions pour les ramener à la simplicité et solidité de 
la foy. Nous sommes ici ecclesiastiques pour traiter ecclesiastiquement 
et non pas à l'ombre et en la poussiere de l Eschole pour exercer ou 
nos esprits, ou nos curiosités. Je vous supplie faire comprendre ceci aux 
principaux, afin que d' eux nous viene quelque bon reiglement?6 Because 
hefeared that the progress ofthe Synod would become stalled by quibbles 
and chicanery, he showed greater reticence than most of his colleagues 
regarding the use, however moderate, of scholastic method in theology. 
He objected in February against “les desirs de paroistre et d'estaler son 
savoir" and regretted that “chascun” was so eager to “trouver quelque 
finesse és plus claires matieres.”® In the speech that he gave on 8 March, 
he imposed on himself a rule to speak “un peu plus chrestiennement 
qu'on n'a fait des autres points qui se sont reduits à pointilles, aiguilles, 
espines infinies et au bout vanité, anxieté, irresolutions sinon qu' enfin 
on se reduit par necessité aux solides et simples maximes universelles et 
utiles" 67 

In the opinion of the Remonstrants, Diodati handled in this speech 
the topic of reprobation with more moderate terms than the Contra- 
Remonstrants.$ Indeed, it is obvious that the Genevan theologian fully 


Ibid., appendix 64, Diodati to Turrettini, 8 [sic for 9] March 1619. 

Ibid., appendix 45, 18 January 1619. 

Ibid., appendix 60 and 61, 14 and 27 February 1619. 

Ibid., appendix 60. 

Brandt, The History of the Reformation (see above n. 4) 3, 39, pp. 252-253. The 
account of Diodati’s words that Brandt cites here is from Historisch Verhael, fol. 176". 
Unlike Tronchins harangue, Diodati's speech is not archived in the Oud Synodaal Archief 
(currently housed in Het Utrechts Archief), 62 (vol. K). Diodati evidently never transmit- 
ted it to Bogerman: “Dernierement que nous fusmes à La Haye, Monsieur Bogermannus 
me chargea de joindre avec ses affectueuses salutations à Monsieur Diodati et à vous, 
Monsieur, la commemoration d'une requeste qu'il vous fit au temps de vostre deputa- 
tion assavoir qu'il vous pleust procurer que Monsieur Diodati lui envoyast la harangue 
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realized (along with most observers such as the French theologian Pierre 
Du Moulin) that the doctrine of reprobation—the complementary oppo- 
site of election—constituted the sore spot of religious tensions in the 
United Provinces, and that it could prove extremely dangerous if it were 
misunderstood or explicated in too radical a fashion. He was particu- 
larly sorry to see that certain definitions of reprobation, like those of the 
professor from Herborn Johannes Piscator, the most extreme Reformed 
theologian on this topic, had contributed to unsettling the consciences of 
the faithful in the Netherlands: 


Il n'est pas à croire combien que cete dure doctrine a troublé les esprits 
de deca qui ne savent que repliquer au reste des articles qui ont leur 
approbation, response et adveu de sens, de la raison et de l'esprit, et parole 
de Dieu trop evidemment.” 


By stating that God was the “chief cause of unbelief? or that He created 
the reprobates “for damnation and for the causes of damnation,” this 
doctrine implied that God's will was responsible of the ruin of a large 
part of mankind and thus could easily lead souls into deep despair.” 
As early as February 1619, Diodati considered the extreme wording 
of certain theologians on the issue of reprobation would be worthy of 
condemnation by the Synod: 


Je ne sai ce qu on pourra faire de bon, sinon que puissamment on vienne 
à condamner avec leurs erreurs [des Remontrants] aussi l'opinion de 
decreto reprobationis comme Piscator et autres l ont traité. Tout le synode, 
excepté Gomarus, qui n'a pas le jugement si solide que jeusse bien creu, le 
condamne ...?! 


Diodati shared the feelings of the British and some of the other foreign 
delegates, but the Compagnie des pasteurs, having been warned on March 
5/15 that "plusieurs du Synode (notamment Anglois)" were seeking to 
"condamner absolument Piscator sur la doctrine de la reprobation;"? 


qu'il fit au synode. Il reitere cette priere avec plus d' instance d' autant qu il doit consigner 
toutes les pieces de ladite assemblée à Messieurs les Estats et qu'il a recouvré les autres" 
(Geneva, BGE, ms. Lullin 54, fol. 23", Antoine Léger to Turrettini, Amsterdam, 2 August 
1624). 

© RCP14, appendix 60, 14 February 1618. See also Breitingers journal in Zurich, 
ZB, ms. B 235, fol. 96'-97'; extract published by Klaas Dijk, De strijd over infra- en 
supralapsarisme in de gereformeerde kerken van Nederland (Kampen, 1912), bijlage D, 
p. XXVII; cf. p. 201. 

70 Sinnema, “The Issue of Reprobation' (see above n. 6), pp. 94-95. 

71 RCP14, appendix 60. 

72 Ibid., proceedings of 5/15 March 1619. 
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remained fearful that Bezas doctrine on predestination might be dam- 
aged by association with a formal condemnation of the German theo- 
logian. While Beza always repeated in his writings that the decree of 
reprobation was not the efficient cause of unbelief and that the reprobates 
found the ground of their damnation in their own sins, he also main- 
tained sometimes that they had been created in order to be damned.^? 

Although the Compagnie did not judge it necessary to issue any in- 
structions to the Genevan delegates, Diodati doubtless got wind of 
the reservations that his colleagues had expressed. However much he 
thought at the end of March that Piscator “meriteroit d' estre condamné 
publiquement en ce synode;"* he finally did not join the combined offen- 
sive launched between 18 and 22 April (sess. 131 to 134) by the delegates 
from Britain, Hesse, and Bremen against the views ofthe theologian from 
Herborn. 

Diodati was not the only delegate to proceed with caution. The delega- 
tions from Britain, Hesse, and Bremen were indeed the most determined 
to secure the explicit condemnation ofthe Canons, but the opposition to 
Piscator was more widely felt than has been stated. On 5 April, Diodati 
wrote to Turrettini: 


Il y aeu divers colleges qui ont grievement censuré Piscator et ses adherans, 
et surtout un des Palatins, tout le college de Hessen et Nassau mesmes, 
toutesfois on y gardra mesure pour ne rien effaroucher, comme je croi que 
je vous escrivi il y a peu de jours.” 


The Genevan theologians were certainly among those who pressed the 
point that a condemnation of Piscator ran the risk of damaging the legacy 
of some renowned Reformed theologians who had held a supralapsar- 
ian position." Moreover, it would open the floodgates for the enemies of 
the Reformed churches. During the 1640s, at the time of the Alexandre 
Morus affair, Diodati would admit, according to Tronchin, “que ľ opinion 
de Monsieur de Beze avoit esté nommée truculenta par les Anglois;" 


75 Sinnema, "The Issue of Reprobation' (see above n. 6), pp. 71-72. Donald Sinnema 
has pointed out that in a set of disputation theses on predestination proposed by Johannes 
Polyander in 1590 and presided over by Beza, reprobation is defined as "predestination 
to destruction by which God, according to the sole completely free and just design of his 
will, destined those whom he did not elect to eternal death, to the praise of his glorious 
power and justice,’ a definition which “implies that the decree of reprobation is a cause 
of unbelief?” 

74 RCP 14, appendix 71, Diodati to Turrettini, 29 March 1619. 

75 Ibid., appendix 72, Diodati to Turrettini, 5 April 1619. 

76 Milton, ed., The British Delegation (see above, n. 3), p. xlvii. 
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meaning “cruel” or “dreadful,” and that the Genevan delegates had expe- 
rienced *beaucoup de peine à Dordrecht à empescher qu'on ne la con- 
damnast.””” 

Within a Synod dominated by the infralapsarian current, which held 
that the object of the divine decree of predestination determined from 
eternity, before Creation, was man created and fallen (creatus et lap- 
sus), and not man capable of being created and capable of falling (cre- 
abilis et labilis), as Beza had asserted, the Genevan delegates Diodati and 
Tronchin took care to avoid the tarnishing of the Genevan Reformer's 
reputation. But at the same time, they maintained their distance from 
his supralapsarian schema of predestination, leaving only Gomarus to 
defend this doctrine against everyone else at Dordt. Diodati, who took no 
pains to hide his disapproval of Gomarus and of "son opiniastre vanité qui 
a fait tant de maux et qui a esté fort rebuttée par tous les estrangers nom- 
mement;"? even considered that attempting to establish an excessively 
rigid logical order among the divine decrees had generated many mis- 
understandings: “et y ayant profondement pensé je n'y trouve ne neces- 
sité n utilité, et à vray dire point de verité de l'Escriture, seulement nos 
curieuses tissures, chaines et ordres qui ont tout gasté?? On 13 March, he 
noted with irritation that Gomarus was persisting in his dogged defense 
of his point of view: "Gomarus est pertinax sententiae suae illius hor- 
ride. Reliqui omnes adversantur, Angli potissime; Geneva iniit singu- 
larem gratiam leviore sententia"? 

While actively working in the corridors to allow the development of a 
common position on this burning question, certain delegates neverthe- 
less found it necessary, a few days earlier, to make sure that Diodati's col- 
league Tronchin, was not planning to follow in the footsteps of Beza, his 


7 Geneva, MHR, Archives Tronchin 37, fol. 35". —For his part, Tronchin remarked: 
"Je reservai quand on parleroit de Monsieur de Beze de relever ce que Monsieur Morus (se 
voyant soustenu par Monsieur Diodati, alleguant que les Anglois l appeloyent sententiam 
truculentam) avoit dit qu'il faisoit Dieu decernant la damnation de l'homme, sans avoir 
consideration du peché. Calomnie semblable à l'autre Patribus Dordracenis improbata, 
car: 1? les Actes n en disent mot, 2° un seul ayant dit qu'on appaiseroit les Arminiens en 
la condamnant, je relevai cela, disant que jamais ils ne l avoient dit” (fol. 50"). 

78 RCP 14, appendix 71, 29 March 1619. 

7? Ibid., appendix 60, 14 February 1619. This position lends credibility to Richard 
Montagus claims that after the Synod, in conversation with him, Diodati had distanced 
himself from some of the Synod's judgments and had referred to some the “dissension” of 
the Church of Geneva from the "private opinions" of Calvin and Beza. As Anthony Milton 
rightly observes, Montagu made nonetheless a “mischievous application of Diodati’s 
words" (Milton, ed., The British Delegation (see above, n. 3), p. 385). 

8° Ibid., appendix 65, Diodati to Turrettini, 13 March 1619. 
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illustrious predecessor at the Genevan Academy whose adopted grand- 
daughter he had married. Several years after the Synod, Tronchin wrote: 
"... lorsque nous estions sur le point de bailler nos advis par escrit sur le 
I point de praedestinatione, eux m ayant communiqué si je me tiendroi 
à establir objectum praedestinationis hominem lapsum, je leur di qu' oui, 
dont ils furent trés satisfaits et ne me parlerent en aucune facon qu'en 
congratulation”?! But Tronchin did not harbor a negative opinion of 
Bezas supralapsarianism by agreeing to subscribe to the infralapsarian 
view of the large majority of the Synod and to conform to the Genevan 
suffrage on predestination. If the proposition had been negative (objec- 
tum praedestinationis non est hominem ante lapsum), and had thus for- 
mally condemned Bezas position, he never would have accepted it. He 
deemed it appropriate to tolerate supralapsarianism within Reformed 
orthodoxy, while holding to the teaching of the infralapsarian position. 
Tronchin would later take care to remind the Compagnie in 1647 that "au 
Synode de Dordrecht on dit expressement qu on n'y toucheroit pas??? His 
margin of maneuver was however more substantial than it seems at first. 
The definitions of predestination (election and reprobation) to which the 
Genevans subscribed in the Canons did have a strong infralapsarian ori- 
entation, but they still left open the question of the precise order of the 
eternal divine decrees made before Creation. 

This problem resurfaced shortly after the end of the Synod of Dordt 
upon the publication of Pierre Du Moulins Anatome Arminianismi in the 
summer of 1619. This violent attack against Arminianism also contained 
a rejection of some extreme positions expressed by some Reformed 
divines on the topic of predestination. Du Moulin spared Calvin, but he 
challenged Bezas supralapsarianism as an opinion that had been rejected 
by the Synod of Dordt, to the point that some French ministers com- 
plained that the book fought "T opinion de plusieurs grands personnages, 
touchant la predestination absolue et precedentes toutes causes secon- 
des" and feared that it could lead to internal dissensions. The pastor of 
Blois Nicolas Vignier even sought from Tronchin his advise as someone 
who had attended the Synod and who taught "en une Eglise et Eschole 
ou autrefois on r estoit pas de ce mesme sentiment lequel presse Mon- 
sieur Du Moulin? It is probable that Tronchin took up the defense of 
Bezas supralapsarianism, because Du Moulin confirmed in one of his 
letters that the Genevan theologian shared the ideas of Gomarus on the 


8! Geneva, MHR, Archives Tronchin 37, fol. 58°. 
€ Geneva, AEG, R. Cp. Past. 7, p. 123, 26 February 1647. 
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topic. As we have seen, Tronchin made actually no effort to support 
Gomarus at Dordt. When the Compagnie would later ask him in 1647 "s'il 
vouloit maintenir ladite opinion de feu Monsieur de Beze,” he responded, 
"franchement que non et qu'il n'en estoit pas, mais touteffois ne jugeoit 
pas pourtant expedient ni à propos de la proposer en public pour la 
refuter?? 

If one now considers the debate sparked at the Synod by the contro- 
versial question of the extent of the atonement offered by the death of 
Christ, it is important to note that Diodati long thought that it did not 
raise insurmountable doctrinal difficulties. Even though he had taken 
on the mantle of the defense of strictest Calvinism as far as the idea of 
the limited scope of the atonement as detailed in the Genevan theses on 
the second Head of Doctrine goes, and although he and Tronchin had 
defended, in the words of Walter Rex, "the purest orthodox truth in all 
its horrendous severity,’ he did not perceive that hypothetical univer- 
salism, as the British had formulated it in their Collegiate Suffrage, rep- 
resented a grave threat to the unity of the church. His doctrinal flexibility 
is in this regard all the more remarkable when we take into account the 
unrest that Amyraut’s theology would stir up in France. In the context of 
the Synod of Dordt, hypothetical universalism was actually much more 
compatible with the orthodox view expressed by the Genevan, than with 
the Arminian conception of universal grace. 

But to what extent did Diodati deem that the hypothetical universal- 
ism of salvation (which affirmed that the act of the atonement was virtu- 
ally sufficient to save all men, but that its redemptive and efficient power 
applied only to the elect) could be reconciled with the strict Calvinist 
position of a limited atonement (which affirmed that Christ died only 


83 Pierre Du Moulin, Anatome Arminianismi, seu enucleatio controversiarum quae in 
Belgio agitantur, super doctrina de Providentia: de Praedestinatione, de morte Christi, de 
natura et Gratia (Leiden, 1619); RCP 14, appendix 102, 16 November 1619; London, 
TNA/PRO, S.P. 78/68, fols. 264'-264", 13/23 December 1619: Du Moulin asserted that 
"l'opinion de Beze ou de Piscator, qui est que Dieu a reprouvé les hommes, non pas 
pour leurs pechés, mais pour son plaisir ...,” was shared by “Monsieur Gomarus” and 
"Monsieur Tronchin? According to Du Moulin, this source of disagreement among the 
churches of the Netherlands was condemned by the confessions of France, England, and 
Switzerland. However, we know that Beza did not have any trouble signing the Confessio 
Gallicana in 1571—deeming it compatible with his position—much in the way that 
Gomarus had in the end no trouble subscribing to the Canons at Dordt. Moreover, Beza 
had always maintained that God is in no way responsible for the sins for which man (who 
can find in himself just cause for damnation) is subject to reprobation. 

84 Geneva, AEG, R. Cp. Past. 7, p. 123, 26 February 1647. 

85 Rex, Essays on Pierre Bayle (see above, n. 6), p. 82. 
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for the elect)? On 13 March 1619, one day after the reading of the Suf- 
frage of the British delegation on the second article, Diodati expressed 
satisfaction that “un grand consentement au principal" had developed, 
while conceding: 


Les Anglois et autres ont je ne sai quoi de universalitate mortis Christi, mais 
qui r esbranle rien, car ils mettent puis aprés le fondement de! application 
efficacieuse, l Election et! Esprit donné singulierement. C'est multiplicare 
entia, et jura sine causa. 


Ten days later, nothing seemed to threaten the continued progress of the 
Synod: *Il y a une grande concorde, sobrieté d'avis, prudence et pureté 
en tous les membres du Synode et jespere que le fruit sera grand? 

Surprisingly, Diodati seems to be unaware that the question of the 
scope of the atonement had bitterly divided the British for the entire 
month of February, and that it had been the source of a spirited epistolary 
exchange between Samuel Ward and Bogerman. On 5 April, when he 
had been designated as a member of the commission charged with the 
drafting of the Canons, he remarked that on the points of doctrine *il 
y a consentement de tous, mais il y a difficulté à ajuster bien les termes 
et les paroles? He clearly indicated that the representatives from Britain 
and Bremen “ont quelque chose de particulier sur le second article qui est 
difficile à bien comprendre;' in particular on the universal preaching of 
the Gospel, but he confidently added “je croi qu'on pourra les contenter 
sans interest du principal"? On 8 April the Canons, including the 
second article, were thus “renouvelés pour contenter quelques uns des 
Anglois et deux de Breme;'?? at the cost of substantial concessions, but 
without causing major difficulties. 

Diodati overtly regretted that "beaucoup d'opiniastreté, de scrupu- 
losité et de bigiarrerie en fait de doctrine mesmes" had accompanied the 
drafting of the Canons only ten days before the signing of the Canons 
on 23 April. He openly reproached Samuel Ward and John Davenant 
for having shown “en apparence consentement és choses fondamentales, 
cependant veulent à force inserer ou laisser des points du tout dan- 


8° For the Remonstrants, Christ died for all men, but only the faithful were in effect 
redeemed. 

$7 RCP 14, appendix 65, 13 March 1619. 

88 Ibid., appendix 69, Diodati to Jean Sarasin, 23 March 1619. 

8° Ibid., appendix 72, 5 April 1619; Lake, ‘Calvinism’ (see above n. 42), pp. 56-60; 
Milton, ed., The British Delegation (see above, n. 3), p. xliv. 

°0 Geneva, MHR, Archives Tronchin 16, fol. 137" (Extract of the Journal’ of Tronchin 
forthcoming in RCP 14). 
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gereux et où eux seuls, avec Breme, dissentent des autres? On the other 
hand, he lauded the wisdom of the Bishop of Llandaff, George Carleton: 
“L evesque, fort sage et prudent, ne peut tout ce qu'il voudroit, qui ne 
tend qu'au bien”?! According to the Scottish delegate Balcanquahall, the 
committee entrusted with the drafting of the Canons had not spared any 
effort to satisfy the British delegation on the subject of the second arti- 
cle. The stumbling blocks related to the wording of this article would 
not be fully paved over until 18 April (sess. 130) for the theses present- 
ing the orthodox doctrine, and until 23 April, just before the signature 
of the Canons, for the theses expressing the heterodox position. “Je ne 
fu jamais en travail plus ennuyeux,’ wrote Diodati on 20 April, in dis- 
gust over having to pore over the subtleties of theological speculation. 
Tronchin reported in his journal that it was out of a concern not to com- 
promise a future rapprochement with the Lutherans that the final modi- 
fications were approved.?? The absolute necessity of demonstrating to the 
world that the unity of the Reformed faith had triumphed at Dordt at the 
very moment when the States General were insisting that the Canons be 
promulgated without delay doubtlessly allowed Samuel Ward, John Da- 
venant, and Matthias Martinius to exercise a last minute influence on the 
final decisions of the Synod. 

For Diodati, the substantive differences of opinion that surfaced dur- 
ing the drafting of the Canons, as well as the "longueurs, contradictions, 
scrupules" incited by what he deemed the “vanitez de questions,” had 
not compromised the essential issues. A few days before the publica- 
tion of the Canons in the Grote Kerk of Dordt on 6 May, he wrote with 
satisfaction to Turrettini: “Tout se range peu a peu et les Remonstrans 
mesmes sont confus de la sagesse du Synode. Tout le monde verra la 
grande integrité, sobrieté, justice et esquité du Synode??? In the eyes of 


?! RCP 14, appendix 73 and 76, Diodati to Turrettini, 13 and 30 April 1619. 

» Hales, Golden Remains (see above n. 3), 2: 143, Balcanquahall to Sir Dudley Car- 
leton, 4/14 April 1619; RCP 14, appendix 75, Diodati to Turrettini. Geneva, MHR, 
Archives Tronchin 16 (Tronchin’s journal), fol. 145", 23 April 1619: “A trois heures aprés 
midi, on dicta à ceux qui estoyent venus pour escrire les 3 articles que le Praeses avec les 
deputés avoyent changés au 2 article de morte Christi. C' estoit pour contenter les Anglois 
et ceux de Breme qui disoyent desirer ne point aliener les Lutheriens d' Allemagne, mais 
tascher de les gagner, selon que le Roy de la Grand Bretagne le desiroit fort^— This is 
the same concern that would later lead the Church of Geneva to renounce in 1725 the 
requirement that candidates for the ministry subscribe to the Canons of Dordt (Henri 
Heyer, L'Église de Genève. 1535-1909, (Genève, 1909), p. 46). 

°3 RCP 14, appendix 76 and 77, Diodati to Turrettini, 30 April and 1 May 1619. 
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the Genevans, the Synod’s procedures conformed perfectly to “ce qui 
a esté de tout temps pratiqué et observé de tout loüable Concile?”4 
One could assume that the principal Remonstrant ministers, ejected 
for having refused to adhere to what they would later call the “pseud 
évangile de Dordrecht," and then banished, did not share Diodati's view. 
A few weeks later, when he discovered Paolo Sarpi's Historia del Concilio 
Tridentino in England and was so delighted that he decided to translate 
it into French, he was far from imagining that the Synod of Dordt would 
little by little acquire such a bad reputation that it would generate a certain 
malaise within the community of Reformed churches.’ 

The particular case of the Genevan delegation to the Synod of Dordt 
highlights the fact that Diodati and Tronchin never had the impression 
that they had adopted a position on the question of Arminianism that was 
significantly distinct from that ofthe other foreign deputies, save perhaps 
those from Bremen. They initially acted according to what they deemed 
to fit with the common interest and the unity of the Reformed churches. 
In matters of synodal discipline, the dissent among the foreign delega- 
tions was a question of degree, which was partly due to the particular 
local practices of discipline, but it did not provoke any substantial antag- 
onism at the Synod. Diodati nevertheless developed a profound antipathy 
toward the Remonstrant ministers summoned to Dordt, which led him 
unfailingly to urge the firmest possible stance against them. According 
to him, the religious and political crisis that threatened the unity of the 
Netherlands had grown so grave and so threatening to both true belief 
and the interests of the international Protestant cause that no other out- 
come could be accepted. At the same time, he deemed it essential to mod- 
erate certain doctrinal positions of the Contra-Remonstrants and, like 
Tronchin, to work to soothe the religious tensions among the Reformed 
population in the Netherlands. Bénédict Turrettini would precisely cri- 
tique a few years later the lack of discernment with which the “tranchant 
de la discipline" was applied in the United Provinces. But while Turrettini 
“blamed the severities put in practice against the Remonstrants in these 


% Actes du Synode National (see above n. 30), 1: 184, 12 December 1618 (sess. 29). 

?5 RCP 14, appendix 91, Diodati to Turrettini, London, 26 June/6 July 1619.—In fact, 
Walter Balcanquahall was sorry that the harsh dismissal of the Remonstrants was even 
more blameworthy than some of the exceptions urged by the French lawyer Innocent 
Gentillet about “the formalities omitted in the Council of Trent” (Hales, Golden Remains 
(see above n. 3), 2: 74). 
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Provinces; there is absolutely no reason to believe, as Brandt suggests, 
that he "seemed to have acquired other notions of the points in contro- 
versy. °° 

The Genevan delegates thought that the Synod would have few dif- 
ficulties in coming to a perfect agreement on doctrine. They them- 
selves showed no hesitation about moving a certain distance from Bezas 
supralapsarianism by conforming to the main infralapsarian stream of 
the delegates. On the crucial question of the extent of the atonement, they 
accepted ideas less restrictive than their own. Globally, they vigorously 
disavowed the viciousness and stubbornness of some delegates each time 
that they threatened the unity of the Synod. Diodati did not, however, 
anticipate the scale of the difficulties that the commission charged with 
penning the draft of the Canons would encounter. A detailed analysis of 
the period of the redaction of the Canons remains to be undertaken, both 
in order to grasp the import of the nuances that the delegates were will- 
ing to introduce into the Canons and to determine with precision where 
the points of doctrinal disagreement between the majority and the dis- 
senting theologians lay.” The fact that Diodati evidently felt his position 
to be closer to that of the Bishop of Llandaff than to Gomarus during the 
course of the Synod reveals the importance of altogether redefining the 
nature of the rifts between the theologi exteri, and, above all, not to exag- 
gerate their impact on the Arminian question.’ Doctrinal differences did 
indeed inspire important theological debates (principally concerning the 
extent of the atonement) and led to last-minute deals and negotiations. 
Nevertheless, in signing the Canons, the deputies definitively ratified the 
condemnation of the doctrinal tenets of Arminianism. A global compar- 
ative study of the conduct of the different foreign delegations, based on 
primary sources, will certainly permit a valuable reevaluation of our view 
of the Synod of Dordt. 


% Brandt, The History of the Reformation (see above n. 4) 4: 57, p. 378. Turrettini to 
André Rivet (17 May 1628), cited by Jacques Solé, Le débat entre protestants et catholiques 
français de 1598 à 1685. 4 vols. (Lille, 1985), 3: 1346-1347. 

?7 The two foremost specialists on the Synod of Dordt, Anthony Milton and Donald 
Sinnema, are currently working on precisely this question. 

°8 For example, in January 1619, the Genevans recommended following the advice 
offered by Samuel Ward regarding the examination of Arminian doctrine ("Sententia 
Genevensium de praeposita atque thesibus exposita Remonstrantium sententia circa 
primum articulum; forthcoming in RCP 14). 


ON THE MACCOVIUS AFFAIR 


WILLEM J. VAN ASSELT 


Introduction 


The Maccovius affair forms a rather obscure episode in the history 
of the Synod of Dordrecht. Both the Elzevier and Canin editions of 
the Acta Synodi Nationalis, which appeared in the same year (1620), 
keep remarkably silent about it. Only in four places of the Acta is it 
vaguely referred to as a causa particularis or the causa frisica, yet without 
mentioning Maccoviuss name. One of the main reasons for the silence 
in the official Acta could have been the fact that this particular case 
was on the agenda during the last sessions of the Synod— April and 
May 1619—when the issues regarding the Arminians had already been 
settled. To many of the foreign delegates, the Maccovius affair appeared 
to be an internal problem for the Dutch which ought not to be resolved 
at an international Synod like that of Dordt. Remarkably, also Contra- 
Remonstrant historiographers such as Willem Baudartius and Jacobus 
Trigland did not touch upon the Maccovius affair.! This may have been 
a strategic move on the part of the Contra-Remonstrants in order not 
to disturb the consensus achieved in the canones. Was it not best for 
the internal problems surrounding this Polish aristocratic bon-vivant, 
brother-in-law to Rembrandt, to be swept under the carpet? 

But there may have been another reason. In later Remonstrant his- 
toriography the Maccovius affair was explicitly used to disqualify the 
Contra- Remonstrant position on predestination. In his Antidotum the 
Remonstrant leader Simon Episcopius depicted Maccovius as the pro- 
tagonist brandishing the most extreme form of determinism and wrote 


! G. Baudartius, Memoryen ofte Cort verhael der gedenck-weerdichste so kerckelicke 
als wereltlicke geschiedenissen van Nederland, Vranckrijck, Hooghduytschland, Groot Bri- 
tannyen, Hispanyen, Italyen, Hungaryen, Bohemen, Savoyen ende Turkyen, van den laere 
1603 tot in het Iaer 1624, 2 vols., Tweede editie grootelicx vermeerdert (Arnhem, 1624- 
1625) and J. Trigland, Kerckelycke Geschiedenissen, ende Aenmerkingen op de Kerckelicke 
Historie van Johannes Wtenbogaert (Leiden, 1650). 
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that during the Synod "the Polish Doctor Makouwzki ... defended the 
most harsh and cruel propositions [on predestination] ever defended”? 
According to the Historisch Verhael, written by the Remonstrant the- 
ologians Johannes Uytenbogaert and Bernard Dwinglo, Maccovius stub- 
bornly persisted in Manichean teachings.? According to the Remonstrant 
historiographer Gerard Brandt, Maccovius “was promoting the thought 
that everything happens necessarily:”* 

Although this negative picture of Maccoviuss extreme position as 
created by Remonstrant polemics has dominated historiography until 
now, much of what Maccovius said on several issues became standard in 
seventeenth-century Reformed scholasticism. Prominent Reformed the- 
ologians such as Gisbertus Voetius, Franciscus Gomarus, both delegates 
to the Synod of Dordt, Melchior Leydekker, John Owen, and Alexander 
Comrie—to name only a few— spoke very appreciatively of his work.? 

It was not until the first half ofthe nineteenth century that modern his- 
toriography offered more precise details of the Maccovius affair. The first 
to shed some new light on the affair was the nineteenth-century Utrecht 


? S. Episcopius, Antidotum, ende naerder openinghe van het eyghene ghevoelen des 
Nationalen Synodi ghehouden binnen Dordrecht, annis 1618, en, 1619: Tot onderrechtinge 
ende onderwijsinge der ghener, die de Canones van het selfde Synode souden moghen komen 
te lesen, cortelijck ende Voorloopers wijse ghestelt (s. 1. 1619), pp. 24-25. For the complete 
Latin text of the Antidotum, see: S. Episcopius, Opera Theologica (Rotterdam, 1665), 
pp. 10-47. 

? Johannes Uytenbogaert and Bernardus Dwinglo, Oorspronck ende voortganck der 
Nederlantsche kerkelijcke verschillen, tot op het Nationale Synode van Dordrecht. Mits- 
gaders Historisch Verhael van ’t ghene sich toegedraeghen heeft binnen Dordrecht in de 
jaeren 1618, ende 1619 tusschen de Nationale Synode der Contra-Remonstranten, ende hare 
geassioceerde ter eender, ende de geciteerde kercken-dienaren Remonstranten ter andere sij- 
den. Uytghegheven van weghen der kercken-dienaren Remonstranten in 't ghemeyn: ende 
insonderheyt de geciteerde op Dordrechtse Synode, tot verantwoordinge van hare oprechte 
proceduren (Amsterdam, 1623). The first part, dealing with the origin of the conflict, 
was probably written by Uytenbogaert, but the extensive account of the discussions and 
happenings at the Synod itself was probably composed by Bernardus Dwinglo who was 
present in Dordrecht. 

4 Gerard Brandt, Historie der Reformatie, ende andere kerkelyke geschiedenissen in en 
ontrent de Nederlanden, 4 vols. (Rotterdam etc., 1671-1704), 3: 569: “Hij dreef ook, dat 
alle dingen noodtsaeklijk geschieden” 

5 See, for example, G. Voetius, Disputationes Selectae, 5 vols. (Utrecht etc., 1648- 
1669), 1: praef., p. 3; and 3: 8; John Owen, A Dissertation of Divine Justice, in: The Works 
of John Owen (1850-1853; repr. Edinburgh, 1967), vol. 10, pp. 488-489, 586; Alexander 
Comrie, Brief over de rechtvaardigmaking des zondaars door de onmiddellijke toerekening 
van de Borggerechtigheid van Christus (n.p., 1889; repr. Ede, 1990), p. 49. 
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professor Jodocus Heringa (1765-1840). He discussed some original 
material such as the letters and reports of the Scottish theologian Walter 
Balcanquahall (ca. 1586-1645), and verbal statements from Gisbertus 
Voetius including extracts from his (now lost) diary written during the 
Synod that discussed the Maccovius case.’ 

Almost seventy years later A. Kuyper jr. used these sources for his dis- 
sertation on Maccovius (1899), but he did not discuss the deliberations 
ofthe committee appointed by the Synod for judging the fifty accusations 
brought forward by Classis Franeker against Maccovius.? This shortcom- 
ing was rectified by Klaas Dijk,’ whose dissertation on the controversy 
between infra- en supralapsarianism, published in 1912, presented a sub- 
stantial discussion of the judicia of the committee mentioned above. For 
this purpose he used, among others, the annotationes of Johann Jakob 
Breitinger (1575-1645), the president of the Swiss delegates, and the 
manuscript of Caspar Sibelius (1590-1658), minister at Deventer and 
delegate from the Province of Overijssel. Other important sources for 
uncovering the Maccovius affair were the Post-Acta published in 1899 by 
H.H. Kuyper, another son of Abraham Kuyper.’” The Post-Acta includes 
aletter written by Festus Hommius on 1 July 1622, to Johannes Bocardus, 
minister at Dordrecht, in which he made mention of De Coffer containing 
the autographa collected in seventeen volumes. !! 

The seventeen volumes included all the original written documents 
discussed during the Synod, such as the judicia of the several committees 
(A-C), the Remonstrant defences (D-G), the orations held during the 
Synod (K) and the gravamina (N). In volume III, under the letter C, nr. 
6, we find the acta regarding the Maccovius case consisting of 54 folio 
pages. In volume XIII, under the letter N, explicit mention is made ofthe 


on]; Heringa, ‘De Twistzaak van den Hoogleeraar Johannes Maccovius, door de Dor- 
drechtsche Synode, ten jare 1619 beslecht; Het Archief voor Kerkelijke Geschiedenis, inzon- 
derheid voor Nederland (eds. N.C. Kist and H.J. Royaards, II Deel, II Stuk, 1831), 505-664. 

7 This fragment was incorporated in the praefatio introductoria to the works of 
William Ames by Matthias Nethenus, a pupil of Voetius. See: Guilielmi Amesii Opera, 
quae Latinae scripsit, omnia, in quinque volumina distributa (Amsterdam, 1658). 

8 A. Kuyper Jr., Johannes Maccovius (Leiden, 1899). 

? K. Dijk, De strijd over infra- en supralapsarisme in de gereformeerde kerken van 
Nederland (Kampen, 1912). 

10 H.H. Kuyper, De Post-Acta of Nahandelingen van de Nationale Synode van Dordrecht 
in 1618 en 1619 gehouden, naar den authentieken tekst in het Latijn en Nederlandsch 
uitgegeven en met toelichtingen voorzien ... (Amsterdam, 1899). 

!! Kuyper, Post-Acta (see above, n. 10), pp. 497-499. 
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manuscripts and documents produced by Maccovius.’” They include the 
fifty accusations against Maccovius discussed at the Synod and probably 


12 For a complete reconstruction of the proceedings of the Maccovius case, the fol- 
lowing documents are available in the Oud Synodaal Archief of the Dutch Reformed 
Church. See Algemeen Rijksarchief, s-Gravenhage, Tweede afdeling, Oud Synodaal Archief 
(henceforth: ARA-II, OSA), inv. nr. 125, pp. 277-279 (memoria ofthe synodical commit- 
tee regarding the Maccovius case): 


a. The list of 50 accusations composed by the Classis Franeker (capita accusationum). 

b. A letter from the provincial synod of Friesland to the Delegates of the States of 
Friesland asking for a decision in the quarrel between Lubbertus and Maccovius at 
the Synod of Dordt. It was written by T. ab Aisma, an elder and a member of the 
Provincial Synod of Friesland. 

c. A letter from the Heidelberg Faculty to the States of Friesland, dated 27 November 
1617, in which the teaching of Maccovius was accused of being speculative, 
metaphysical, obscure, and false. It was read before all of the delegates on 26 April 
1619. Kuyper, Maccovius, pp. 83-85, and Heringa, Twistzaak, pp. 590-591, assume 
that this letter was written by David Paraeus at the urging of his friend Sibrandus 
Lubbertus. 


In ARA-II, OSA, inv. nrs. 55 and 65 of the autographa, the writings of Maccovius 
defending his case may be found. See also A. Fris, Inventaris van de archieven behorend 
tot het ‘Oud Synodaal Archief’ van de Nederlandse Hervormde Kerk, 1566-1816 (’s- 
Gravenhage, 1991), p. 191: 


a. A short and a long reply to the 50 accusations, probably written at Franeker and 
addressed to the Franeker Classis. 

b. Responsio posterior Maccovii ad articulos sibi impositos, addressed specifically to 
the Synod and containing the longest reply to the 50 accusations. It comprises 36 
pp. in quarto and was written in eight different hands. It was not read before the 
Synod because it contained nonnulla personalia which, according to the praeses 
Johannes Bogerman, could give offence. 

c. Two handwritten copies of his Systema breve theologiae, comprehendens mate- 
rias praecipuas, acceptum calamo a doctiss. viro nobili Joanne Maccovio. The first 
manuscript is in quarto (numbered 1-32, 34-53) and contains two chapters of 
Maccoviuss lectures at Franeker dating from 25 July 1614 until February 1615, 
written down by a Franeker student named Gualtherus Hansonis van Steenkist. It 
is for the most part similar to the second, but incomplete, manuscript in quarto, 
deriving from a student named Nicolaus Conradi, started in July 1614. 

d. Printed theses (disputationes): 1. De praedestinatione (resp. Lambertus Ernesti 
Hiddingh, Mastenbroekio Transsisulanus, Franeker 1671); 2. De baptismo (resp. 
Wilhelmus Ioannis Wyngaert, Bilth. Frisius, Franeker 1618); 3. De aeterna Dei 
electione (resp. Arnoldus Hachtingius, Leov. Fris., Franeker 1618); 4. De peccato 
originis (resp. Constantinus L Empereur de Oppyck, Nobilis Germanus, Franeker 
1617); 5. De voluntate, signi et beneplaciti (resp. Timannus Heer, Nerda-Batavus, 
Franeker 1618); 6. De scientia media (resp. Antonius Piscator Hardrovicenus, 
Franeker 1618); 7. De traductione hominis peccatoris ad vitam (resp. Thomas 
Parkerus, Anglus, Franeker 1617); 8. Utrum Deus velit omnes et singulos salvos fieri 
(resp. Arnoldus ab Hell, Franeker 1618). 
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written by Sibrandus Lubbertus,” as well as two letters and three replies 
from Maccovius regarding the fifty points of accusations, the third one— 
the responsio posterior—being the largest (36 folio pages written in eight 
different hands!). Furthermore, there are two handwritten copies (one 
incomplete) of parts of Maccovius’ Systema breve theologiae made by 
students and containing his lectures at Franeker on two loci communes 
(de sacra Scriptura and de Deo) dating from 25 July 1614, to February 
1615. 

Many of Maccoviuss responses are repeated in his later published work 
on the Loci communes (Franeker, 1641) and in his Distinctiones et Regulae 
Theologicae ac Philosophicae, a textbook for students published posthu- 
mously by his fellow countryman and pupil, Nicolaus Arnoldi (Franeker, 
Amsterdam 1653).'* These writings are very helpful for reconstructing 
Maccoviuss position regarding the issues debated at the Synod of Dordt: 
they present the broader conceptual framework and terminology that is 
needed to understand Maccoviuss theological and philosophical argu- 
ments. However, before we embark on the theological debate itself, a 
short historical introduction of the Maccovius affair is in order.!° 


e. Two letters of Maccovius, the libellus supplex and novus libellus supplex, both 
written during his stay at Dordrecht while waiting for the beginning of his trial. 
In the first letter, which was read before the Synod on 25 April 1619, the first day of 
his trial, Maccovius petitioned the Synod to decide the case between himself and 
Lubbertus, since he believed that it was Lubbertus who had written the list of fifty 
errors or heresies that was presented to the Franeker Classis. The second letter, in 
which he asked the Synod to read his large response, was read on the next day, 
26 April, before the Synod, is from the hand of Maccovius. 


13 They were also signed by Aisma. He replaced Meinardus van Idzarda, member of 
the Frisian States, who had left the Synod in November 1618 because of illness. 

14 For the several editions of Maccovius’s Distinctiones, see Scholastic Discourse. Johan- 
nes Maccovius (1588-1644) on Theological and Philosophical Distinctions and Rules, ed. 
Willem J. van Asselt, Michael D. Bell, Gert van den Brink, Rein Ferwerda (Apeldoorn, 
2009) [Publications of the Institute for Reformation Research, 4], pp. 18-20, 37. This 
volume also contains a critical and annotated edition of the Distinctiones based on the 
Latin text of the Oxford edition of 1656 edited by Arnoldus. In this article references are 
made to the Latin text of the Distinctiones as published in this 2009 edition, including 
page numbers. 

15 For a broader discussion of the highlights of each day of the Maccovius trial, I 
refer to the article by Heringa, Kuyper' dissertation and Dijk’s accurate reconstruction 
of the events (see above, n. 8 and 9). A clear summary is presented by Michael Daniel 
Bell, Propter Potestatem, Scientiam, ac Beneplacitum Dei: The Doctrine of the Object of 
Predestination in the Theology of Johannes Maccovius (Ph.D. diss., Westminster Theo- 
logical Seminary, 1986), pp. 17-21. See also Donald Sinnema, 'Reformed Scholasticism 
and the Synod of Dordt (1618-1619); in: John Calvins Institutes: His Magnum Opus 
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A Short Historical Sketch of the Affair 


The origins of the Maccovius affair must be situated in Friesland. It 
started with the personal troubles between the senior professor at the uni- 
versity of Franeker, Sibrandus Lubbertus (professor, 1585-1625), and the 
young Polish professor. After his education in Lobzenica (Poland), Mac- 
covius studied at Danzig (1604-1607/1608) with B. Keckermann, after 
which he became the governor to a couple of young Polish aristocrats. 
With these young men he traveled around to the universities in Eastern 
Europe (Prague, Lublin, Marburg, Heidelberg, Leipzig, Wittenberg, and 
Jena). In the fall of 1613, Maccovius arrived at Franeker where he matric- 
ulated at the theological faculty. In the spring of 1614, after successfully 
defending a disputation on the topic De ecclesia, he was made doctor of 
theology under Lubbertus. In mid-July 1614, he started to teach as an 
unsalaried university lecturer (“privaat-docent”), lecturing on the locus 
de Deo which he elaborated in his Systema breve theologiae. In June of 
1615, he was promoted to a full professorship (ordinarius). Initially, the 
relationship with Lubbertus was very amicable, but problems soon arose. 
Maccovius was a brilliant and very popular teacher, but he showed lit- 
tle reverence for his colleague and promotor Lubbertus, who was in his 
sixties and had been professor at Franeker since the foundation of the 
university in 1585. Students were very pleased with Maccovius, at that 
time in his twenties, but he incurred the wrath of his colleague, since 
he scheduled his lectures parallel with those of Lubbertus. According to 
Kuyper, Lubbertus became jealous when Maccovius began drawing some 
of his students away. Moreover, Lubbertus was not pleased by Maccovius's 
looser lifestyle. Another factor in the conflict could have been that Lub- 
bertus passionately defended infralapsarianism, while Maccovius just as 
passionately promoted supralapsarianism.! 


[Proceedings of the Second South African Congress for Calvin Research, July 31-August 
3, 1984] (Potchefstroom, 1986), pp. 467-506. 

16 For more details see, Kuyper, Maccovius (see above, n. 8), pp. 82-100; Bell, Propter 
potestatem (see above, n. 15), pp. 11-14; C. van der Woude, Sibrandus Lubbertus. Leven 
en werken, in het bijzonder naar zijn correspondentie (Kampen, 1963), pp. 338-362. For 
Maccoviuss biography, see Biografisch lexicon voor de geschiedenis van het Nederlandse 
Protestantisme, 6 vols. (Kampen, 1983), 2: 311-313. The main source for Maccovius’s 
biography is the oratio funebris held by his Franeker colleague Johannes Cocceius (1603- 
1669): 'Oratio habita in funere nobilis, reverendi & clarissimi viri Johannis Maccovii 
S.S. Theologiae Doctoris & Professoris p.m. Die 2. Julii Ap 1644; in: Johannes Cocceius, 
Orationes in Opera Omnia, vol. 6 (Amsterdam: ex officina Johannis a Someren, 1673- 
1675), pp. 52-54. 
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The conflict escalated in 1617 after Maccovius presided over two dis- 
putations (De praedestinatione and De traductione hominis peccatoris ad 
vitam), the first drawn up and defended by the Dutch student Lambert 
Ernesti Hiddingh, the second by the English student Thomas Parker." 
In the company of William Ames (Amesius), Parker had left England for 
Leiden and had tried in vain to dispute on this subject at Leiden. The Lei- 
den minister and regent of the Staten-College, Festus Hommius, advised 
him to request Maccovius to preside. After some correspondence with 
Hommius and Amesius, Maccovius was willing to preside over the dispu- 
tation and to take responsibility for it. Especially Parker's disputation de 
exercitii causa, consisting of 56 theses, became a source of debate because 
of its abundant use of metaphysical language. Specifically, the Parker dis- 
putation presented an analysis of regeneration by using the scholastic dis- 
tinction between physical and moral action (agens physice et moraliter), 
and the categories movens (God), mobile (man), motus (divine calling), 
and res motu facta (faith and good works). On the last page of the dispu- 
tation Maccovius added a note in which he defended the use of these cat- 
egories because the Parker theses were directed against the Jesuits: they 
had to be defeated with their own weapons.!? 

This apology, however, did not suffice to avert the opposition. Mac- 
covius was called before the Classis of Franeker and was charged with 
fifty errors, a list probably drawn up by Lubbertus.'? Thirty-three of the 
alleged errors were taken from the Parker disputation, the rest from 
lectures and other disputations of Maccovius. They included the accu- 
sation that Maccovius denied the permission of sin (art. 2: “Tollit per- 
missionem Dei"), his use of the scholastic distinction between physi- 
cal and moral action in regeneration and the “motionist” terminology 
(art. 16, 30, 33), his alleged teaching that God predestines man to sin 
qua sin (art. 9: “Docet, Deum destinare hominem ad peccatum qua pecca- 
tum”), that the object of predestination is not fallen man (art. 12: "Docet, 


7 Lambertus Ernesti Hiddingh was a native of Mastenbroek, a village in the province 
of Overijssel, and had participated in a student revolt in Franeker. The title of the 
disputation was Tvuvagua O£0Aoyixóv de praedestinatione. He defended his theses “sub 
septemplice clypeo" of Maccovius. See F. Postma and J. van Sluis, Auditorium Academiae 
Franequerensis. Bibliographie der Reden, Disputationen und Gelegenheitsdruckwerke der 
Universitat und des Athenáums in Franeker 1585-1843 (Leeuwarden, 1995), p. 55. For 
Parker's disputation, see also Postma and Van Sluis, Auditorium, p. 55. 

18 A copy of the disputation may be found in the Oud Synodaal Archief MS 1.17.N.5. 
It is analysed by Kuyper, Maccovius (see above n. 8), pp. 90-91. 

19 The list of errors is found in Oud Synodaal Archief (see above n. 12), MS I, 17.C. 16, 
fols. 297-314. 
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obiectum predestinations non esse hominem lapsum”), and that there are 
two forms of election, one to grace and one to glory (art. 13: “Propo- 
suit disputationem de electione in qua esse duas electiones"). Addition- 
ally, Maccovius was accused of defending Suarezian, Socinian, Pela- 
gian, Lutheran, Papist, and even Gentile doctrines. The Franeker Clas- 
sis declared Maccovius guilty of heresy, but he protested and appealed to 
the provincial synod of Friesland (in 1618). The synod, however, referred 
the case to the Frisian government, which after investigation of its own 
in turn referred it to the Synod of Dordt. 

At the end of February 1619, Maccovius traveled to Dordrecht but had 
to wait two months before his case was put on the agenda of the Synod. 
Not until 25 April 1619, in session 138, was the causa frisica placed on 
the agenda. In the days that followed, the procedures for handling the 
case by the Synod were hotly debated. From all the reports it is clear 
that the opinions of the delegates were divided on this issue.” Moreover, 
since the materials to be examined in this case were so voluminous— 
the list of 50 accusations, several letters regarding the case, Maccoviuss 
short and long reply, his Responsio posterior, the printed Franeker theses 
defended under his presidence, and the two manuscripts of the Systema 
breve—the praeses of the Synod, Johannes Bogerman, decided that the 
case should be investigated by a special committee of six members: 
three foreign professors of theology, two Dutch professors and a Dutch 
pastor! Over the course of the next two days, the committee read 
the capita accusationum and all the material produced by Maccovius, 
including a defence of the scholastic style of the Parker theses by Ames.”” 


? Some foreign delegates such as Goad and Balcanquahall from England, Breytinger, 
Meyer and Koch from Switzerland, Alsted of Nassau and Martinius of Bremen, spoke 
in favor of Maccovius. Dutch theologians such as Gomarus, Thysius, Hommius, Lydius, 
and Voetius, all defended Maccovius and his scholastic methodology: it was already 
used by such respected Reformed theologians as Zanchius, Sadeel, Danaeus, Junius, and 
both Trelcatius Sr. and Jr. They also asserted that even Lubbertus himself had used the 
scholastic method in his own debate with Conrad Vorstius. Voetius also informed the 
Synod that William Ames sought permission to speak on behalf of Maccovius and Parker, 
since he had been involved in the defense of the Parker theses. See Dijk, De strijd (see 
above n. 9), pp. 208-210. 

2H Remarkably, one of the foreign members was Abraham Scultetus, professor at 
Heidelberg University, which had endorsed the Frisian church and rebuked Maccovius. 
Other foreign members of the six-man panel were Paulus Steinius, professor in Kassel, 
and Johannes Breitinger of Zurich. The three Dutch members were Gomarus, professor 
at Groningen University, Thysius, professor at the Academy of Harderwijk, and Eilhardus 
van Mehen (Mehnius), minister at Harderwijk. 

?? Breitinger reported that Amesius—at that time still on friendly relations with 
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On Tuesday, April 30, during session 145, the judicium of the commit- 
tee was read before the Synod. It declared Maccovius free from heresy, but 
strongly admonished him “to use in his teaching a perspicuous, clear, and 
plain kind of language, and to speak with the Prophets, Christ, and the 
Apostles rather than with Bellarmine, Suarez, and the like” The judgment 
added a list of propositions to be avoided because they may offend "the 
weaker minds" (offendunt simpliciores) when taken out of context.” In 
particular Maccovius was warned not to tell his students that it seemed 
to him (videtur sibi) to be erroneous to teach that the fallen human race is 
the object of predestination. From this, Balcanquahall concluded that the 
Polish professor was admonished for being a supralapsarian, but this is 
an incorrect reading of the judicium, as Dijk has correctly pointed out. It 
was the other way around: Maccovius was admonished for condemning 
infralapsarianism.”* 

The discussions continued from 1 to 4 May 1619, because neither Lub- 
bertus nor Maccovius agreed with the judicium-proposal. On Thursday, 
2 May, after the session of the Synod, the committee assembled in a sep- 
arate room in the Kloveniersdoelen and there, in the presence of both 
Maccovius and Lubbertus, produced a compromise formula composed 
by Breitinger and acceptable to both parties.” Finally, during session 152, 
on Saturday, 4 May, in the evening, the final judicium of the committee to 
which both Maccovius and Lubbertus had agreed, was read before all the 
delegates of the Synod. The Synod unanimously approved this judicium. 

Heringa and Kuyper have pointed out that the final judicium or com- 
promise formula accepted by both Maccovius and Lubbertus differed 


Maccovius—had sent the committee an extensive document in which he pointed out 
that from Maccoviuss theses nothing heretical could be deduced, and that also Parker, 
a juvenis pius ac doctus, could not be accused of heresy. See Kuyper, Post-Acta, Bijlage E 
(see above, n. 10), pp. XXXV-XLIV. 

23 For this complete list, see: Oud Synodaal Archief (see above n. 12), MS L 5, 29 and 
I, 17. C, cited by Dijk, De strijd (see above, n. 9), pp. 212-213. Maccovius was warned not 
to use propositions that in a ^nude" sense (nude posita) would offend the weaker minds, 
such as: “God in no way (in nullo modo) wills the salvation of all people" or “God wills 
and decrees (decernere) sin,’ and “Christ had not willed the salvation of all men" or “God 
cannot be said to have willed the salvation of all mankind? 

24 Dijk, De strijd (see above, n. 9), p. 213, n. 1. 

25 Besides the conditions mentioned in the judicium, Scultetus added the sentence 
that Maccovius had admitted that his phrase "unicam guttam sanguinis, vel minimam 
passionem Christi potuisse nos redimere" (We could have been saved by one droplet of 
Christ's blood or by a minimal passion) was inappropriate (incommodius) and that he had 
promised to abstain from this phrase in the future. See Heringa, Twistzaak, (see above, 
n. 6), p. 543. 
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significantly from the first draft.” It clearly softened the earlier warning 
against scholastic language, while the admonition against Maccovius 
to refrain from saying that it was false to teach that the fallen human 
race was the object of predestination was deleted. In the final version, 
therefore, no mention is made of Maccoviuss view on infralapsarianism. 
From this fact, Kuyper and Dijk concluded that supralapsarianism was 
in no way condemned at the Synod of Dordt.” 


Maccovius Superscholasticus? 


From the final judicium it also becomes clear that the committee fully 
agreed that Maccovius had been charged with heresy because his scholas- 
tic mode of expression had been misunderstood. It was not directed 
against scholastic method per se, but it was rather a condemnation of his 
unrestricted use of scholastic method and terminology, and, at the same 
time, it seems to suggest that at the time, Lubbertus and his Frisian min- 
isterial counterparts—the weaker minds— could not handle full-fledged 
scholastic terminology. In his long reply Maccovius again and again 
expressed his annoyance over this ignorantia terminorum of his accusers. 
For example, they completely misunderstood the commonly accepted 
scholastic distinction between physical and moral causality which Mac- 
covius applied to the concept of regeneration. As we already saw, this dis- 
tinction was vehemently attacked by Lubbertus in several articles of the 
fifty accusations, suggesting that physical causality implied a mechanis- 
tic and necessary movement. Maccovius replied that in regeneration the 
term physice did not imply a necessary movement: it refers rather to the 
contingent power of the Spirit, whereas the moral movement refers to the 
power of Gods Word. What Lubbertus did in his debate with the Jesuits 
like Bellarmine, Maccovius remarked sarcastically, was to respond to a 
question about onions by speaking about garlic.?? “It would be a miser- 
able thing," he wrote in his responsio posterior, "if theology removed log- 


26 Heringa, Twistzaak (see above, n. 6), p. 634, Kuyper, Maccovius (see above, n. 8), 
p. 95. 

27 Dijk, De strijd (see above, n. 9), pp. 217, 219. 

28 Maccovius, Long Reply (see above, n. 12), p. 13. Ibidem: "Quod terminus [physice] 
hic usitatissimus sit ex pontificiis vel solus docet Bellar [minus] quem qui vult refutare 
deberet sane ipsius terminos intelligere, ne cum unus quaerit de cepis, alter de allio 
respondeat? 
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ical terms such as causa, effectum, and objectum from its discourse with 
the argument that they do not occur in Scripture? That would be the end 
of all academic theology.? 

Kuyper jr. was wrong to claim that with these concepts and distinctions 
Maccovius introduced scholasticism to the Dutch universities. At Leiden 
and Franeker, Maccovius had several well-known predecessors who were 
teaching much along the same lines as he did. At Leiden, Lambertus 
Danaeus, Franciscus Junius, Gomarus, and the older Trelcatius and his 
son, Lukas jr., were busy constructing a theology that was much more 
technical and school-oriented than had previously been the case in the 
Dutch Republic. In a certain way, Arminius too, used the scholastic 
method, but he also tried to espouse a form of humanism that conflicted 
with the Reformed tradition.?? At Franeker there was also a seminal form 
of scholasticism in place before Maccoviuss arrival there in 1614. Many 
of Lubbertus’s writings are known to be scholastic in character, and at 
Heidelberg he had even taught Aristotle while working on his doctorate 
there?! 


The Rise of Reformed Metaphysics 


Against the backdrop of this early development of the scholastic method 
at the Reformed academies, the compelling question is: what really was 
at stake during the Maccovius trial at the Synod of Dordt? A prelimi- 
nary answer to this question can be found in the developments in the 
arts faculty of the Reformed universities at the beginning of the sev- 
enteenth century. As is well-documented in the works of Max Wundt, 
Peter Petersen, Ernst Lewalter, Paul Dibon, Han van Ruler, and Aza Gou- 
driaan, with the first printing and subsequent reprints ofthe Metaphysical 
Disputations (1597) of the Jesuit scholar Franciscus Suarez, metaphysics 


2 Responsio posterior (see above, n. 12), p. 11: “Misera res, D. Censor, est enim perinde 
hoc ac si quis removere vellet a theologia hos terminos, causa, effectum, objectum et 
uteretur ad hanc rem isto argumento quod in Scriptura nec vox causae, objecti, nec 
effecti, nec aliorum terminorum logicorum occurrat. Hic dignus sane non refutatione, 
sed commiseratione.” 

3° See Willem J. van Asselt, ‘De ontwikkeling van de remonstrantse theologie in de 
zeventiende eeuw als deel van het internationale calvinisme; in Theologen in ondertal. 
Godgeleerdheid, godsdienstwetenschap, het Athenaeum Illustre en de Universiteit van Ams- 
terdam, ed. P.J. Knegtmans & P. van Rooden (Zoetermeer, 2003), pp. 39-54. 

31 See Van der Woude, Lubbertus (see above, n. 16), pp. 60-65. 
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became increasingly important for Reformed theology.” Although Mac- 
covius never did gain much of a reputation as a metaphysician, he was 
still responsible for the revival of metaphysics at Franeker University. In 
1609, Maccoviuss own teacher, Bartholomaeus Keckermann, had pub- 
lished a popular compendium, Scientiae metaphysicae compendiosum sys- 
tema, that was used by Maccovius as a source for his own lectures on 
metaphysics at Franeker.” Additionally, during his courses on meta- 
physics and logic he referred several times to other textbooks on meta- 
physics written by Reformed metaphysicians.** Consequently, his the- 
ology shows active use of metaphysical categories in order to articulate 
distinctive Christian assumptions concerning reality. It was Maccovius's 


? M. Wundt, Die deutsche Schulmetaphysik des 17. Jahrhunderts. Heidelberger Ab- 
handlungen zur Philosophie und ihrer Geschichte (Tübingen, 1939); P. Petersen, Geschichte 
der Aristotelischen Philosophie im protestantischen Deutschland (1921; repr. Stuttgart-Bad 
Cannstadt, 1964); E. Lewalter, Spanisch-Jesuitische und deutsche-lutherische Metaphysik 
des. 17. Jahrhunderts. Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte der iberisch-deutschen Kulturbeziehungen 
und zur Vorgeschichte des deutschen Idealismus (1935; repr. Darmstadt, 1967); P.A.G. Di- 
bon, L'Enseignement philosophique dans les Universités neerlandaises a l'époque pré- 
cartesienne (1575-1650) (Amsterdam, 1954); J.A. van Ruler, ‘Franco Petri Burgersdijk 
and the case of Calvinism within the neo-scholastic tradition; in Franco Burgersdijk 
(1590-1635): Neo-Aristotelianism in Leiden, ed. E.P. Bos & H.A. Krop, (Amsterdam- 
Atlanta, GA, 1993), pp. 37-65; A. Goudriaan, Philosophische Gotteserkenntnis bei Suárez 
und Descartes im Zusammenhang mit der niederlündischen reformierten Theologie und 
Philosophie des 17. Jahrhunderts (PhD diss. Leiden University, 1999), pp. 14-31. See also 
Brian P. Copenhaver & Charles B. Schmitt, Renaissance Philosophy (Oxford/New York, 
2002), pp. 347-349. 

33 See Maccovius, Metaphysica theoretico-practica, in: Opuscula philosophica omnia 
(Amsterdam 1660), edited by Nicolaus Arnoldi. This work was also edited and anno- 
tated by Adriaan Hereboord under the title: Johannis Maccovii Metaphysica ad usum 
quaestionum in philosophia ac theologia adornata et applicata: tertium edita, et expli- 
cata, vindicata, refutata per Adrianum Heereboord (Leiden, 1658). For Keckermann, 
see W. van Zuylen, Bartholomäus Keckermann. Sein Leben und Wirken (Borna-Leipzig, 
1934); Richard A. Muller, After Calvin. Studies in the Development of a Theological Tradi- 
tion (Oxford, 2003), pp. 122-136. 

34 In his responses Maccovius referred several times to Rodolphus Goclenius, Lexi- 
con Philosophicon, quo tanquam clave philosophiae fores aperiuntur, (Frankfurt, 1613). 
Other Protestant authors on metaphysics mentioned in the preface to the Metaphysica 
edited by Heereboord (p. 2) are: Christoph Scheibler (1589-1653), professor of logic and 
metaphysics at Giessen; Balthasar Meisner (1587-1626), professor of theology at Witten- 
berg, whose main work Philosophia sobria (3. vols., 1611-1623) was written against anti- 
metaphysical tendencies in Reformed and Lutheran theology; Johann Heinrich Alsted 
(1588-1638), professor of philosophy and theology at Herborn, who wrote extensively 
on metaphysics in his Encyclopedia septem tomis distincta (1630); B. Keckermann (see 
above); Johann Gerhard (1582-1637), professor of theology at Jena, whose Loci theologici 
(1610-1622) was strongly influenced by Aristotelian metaphysics; Nicolaus Vedelius 
(1596-1642), professor of philosophy in Geneva (1620), who later went on to teach the- 
ology at Deventer (1630) and Franeker (1639). In his book Rationale logicum seu de 
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striving for the introduction of metaphysics to the Reformed academies 
that raised the protest of Lubbertus and others in the northern provinces 
who felt the need to counteract the influence Maccovius was gaining over 
the students at Franeker University. A considerable part of the reason 
that he was brought before the Synod of Dordt concerned the fact that 
he openly defended the integration of metaphysics as a highly developed 
technical instrument for solving philosophical and theological problems, 
as the title of his book on metaphysics— Metaphysica ad usum quaes- 
tionum in philosophia et theologia— clearly indicated. 

Therefore, without knowledge of the metaphysical framework used by 
Maccovius, his arguments remained a closed book for his opponents at 
Dordt, and the same applies to the modern reader. It seems to me that 
an interpretation by means of what in terms of modern logic is called 
"modal ontology" can be very helpful.” Modal ontology elaborates on 
important achievements by medieval scholasticism, most notably on the 
thought of John Duns Scotus and similar thinkers.?6 In this ontology, the 
basic distinction is that between necessity and contingency. In scholastic 
discourse, Protestant and Catholic, these terms themselves are defined by 
the Latin verb "posse" (to be able). According to Maccovius, things are 
contingent if it is possible that they are or are not (posse fieri et non posse 
fieri). Things are necessary if it is impossible that they are not (non posse 
non fieri). Within this context, both the view on God and his agency, 
and on his creatures and their agency, are at stake. The question is: how 
did Maccovius define theological categories like divine foreknowledge, 


necessitate et usu principiorum rationis ac philosophiae in controversiis libri tres (Geneva, 
1628), highly praised by Maccovius, he defended the use of reason and logic in theological 
debate. 

35 [n fact, recent philosophy of religion largely draws on the tradition of medieval and 
post-reformation scholasticism. This procedure, however, does not exclude an interpre- 
tation of the same concepts within their own context. 

?6 See Antonie Vos, The Philosophy of John Duns Scotus (Edinburgh, 2006); idem et al., 
John Duns Scotus: Contingency and Freedom: Lectura I 39 (Dordrecht, 1994). 

37 Maccovius, Collegia Theologica, quae extant omnia. Tertio ab auctore recognita, 
emendata, & plurimis locis aucta, in partes duas distributa (Franekerae, 1641; henceforth 
cited as CT), Disp. XVI, p. 53: "Liberum est, quod potest & non potest fieri. Necessarium, 
quod est illud non potest non fieri? See also Maccovius, Collegium de Providentia, Disp. 
III (An Providentia Dei versetur circa contingentia?), in CT, p. 99: “Res contingentes 
dicuntur, cum ita sint comparatae, ut potuerint fieri vel non fieri? See also Maccovius, 
Thesium theologicarum per locos communes in Academia Franequerana disputatarum Pars 
Altera (Franekerae, 1641, editio tertia, in multis aucta & emendata) (henceforth cited 
as TLC), Disp. XIII (Utrum necessitas possit consistere cum contingentia & voluntatis 
libertate?), pp. 252-253. 


230 WILLEM J. VAN ASSELT 


providence, and predestination, and how did he relate them to human 
freedom? How are items of theological anthropology such as human 
responsibility, creaturely dependence, and human sinfulness combined 
with the doctrine of the divine decrees? With these questions in mind, 
I will try to reconstruct the ontological and anthropological structures 
underlying Maccoviuss doctrine of God casu quo predestination in order 
to identify the real issues that were at stake during the Maccovius trial 
at the Synod of Dordt. Was he really such a deterministic thinker as the 
Remonstrants stated emphatically, and did he really defend the thesis that 
God was the author of sin, as Lubbertus explicitly asserted? 


Ontology: Necessity and Contingency 


As we saw, one of the complaints of the Remonstrants was that Macco- 
vius introduced a necessitarian system in Reformed theology. For vari- 
ous reasons, however, this accusation does not hold water. In his Distinc- 
tiones and Metaphysica Maccovius distinguished between several forms 
of necessity; first, natural or absolute necessity, that is, necessity inher- 
ent in the essential nature of a thing;** second, physical necessity, that 
is, necessity deriving from an outward cause which forces someone or 
something, which necessity is also called necessity of coercion (necessi- 
tas coactionis).?? Third, he also used the scholastic distinction between 
the necessity of the consequent (necessitas consequentis) and the neces- 
sity of the consequence (necessitas consequentiae). The necessity of the 
consequent is the necessity of the proposition that follows the "then" ina 
statement such as: “if and only if ..., then ...”; the necessity of the con- 
sequence is the consequence itself, that is, the implicative necessity. In 
implicative necessity neither the antecedent nor the consequent needs 
to be necessary. Only the necessity of the implicative relation counts. 
Both the antecedent and the consequent can be contingent, and for that 
reason neither is absolutely necessary? According to Maccovius, the 
necessity of the consequent corresponds with absolute necessity and the 


38 Metaphysica (ed. Heereboord; see above, n. 33), p. 71: "Necessitas absoluta est, 
secundum quam ens absolute necessarium est, ita, ut nullo modo aliter se habere possit?" 

3° Distinctiones (see above, n. 14), Decuria IX, 5 (p. 356): "Necessitas coactionis et 
immutabilitatis, violentiae et naturae, impulsionis et definitionis, coincidunt: 

4 Metaphysica (ed. Heereboord; see above, n. 33), pp. 75, 76: "Necessitas consequentis 
est, secundum quam posito aliquo uno necessario et alterum poni necesse est ... Neces- 
sitas consequentiae est necessitas illationis, sive necessitas, cur unum ex altero inferatur?" 
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necessity of the consequence with hypothetical necessity. By distinguish- 
ing between these different forms of necessity, Maccovius tried to show 
that the divine decree did not destroy the contingent nature of the cre- 
ated order and that necessity and contingency are compatible rather than 
squarely contradictory: 


There is an absolute necessity and a necessity on the supposition of the 
divine will. Necessity is absolute in respect of God's internal works (opera 
ad intra). It is hypothetical in respect to his external works (opera ad extra). 
This distinction occurs in almost all of the scholastics. It can easily correct 
the error of those who think that freedom is not compatible with necessity. 
For all the things God works ad extra, He works necessarily under the 
assumption of his decree, and yet freely.*! 


Thus, in Maccoviuss view, the doctrine of God consists of two basic 
perspectives—the ad intra and the ad extra dimensions—which together 
yield the relevant consequences for his view on created reality. In modern 
terms we can describe the ad intra as the essential or necessary dimen- 
sion, the ad extra as the free or contingent dimension. In his Distinctiones 
Maccovius argues that 


the communication of God (communicatio Dei) must be distinguished in a 
communication that is absolutely necessary, and a communication that is 
necessary on account of the hypothesis of his will ... The communication 
ad extra according to which God communicates himself to the creatures is 
a communication which could not-have-happened; for it would have been 
possible that God did not do the things He did. So there could have been no 
communication to the creatures. The scholastics call the communication 
ad intra an essential communication (formalem communicationem), the 
communication ad extra an effective communication (communicationem 
effectivam).? 


In his Metaphysica Maccovius points out that the importance of this dis- 
tinction between necessity and contingency is that it depends on God's 


^! Distinctiones (see above, n. 14), VIIL 4 (p. 168): "Necessitas alia est absoluta, alia 
ex hypothesi voluntatis divinae. Absoluta est ratione operum Dei ad intra. Ex hypothesi 
est ratione operum Dei ad extra. Distinctio haec occurrit apud omnes fere Scholasticos. 
Caeterum hic facile potest corrigi error eorum, qui putant libertatem non posse consistere 
cum necessitate; quoniam Deus omnia quae ad extra facit, facit necessario ex hypothesi 
decreti sui, & tamen libere?” 

42 Distinctiones (see above, n. 14), V, 8 (p. 130): “Communicatio Dei alia est necessaria 
absolute, alia necessaria ex hypothesi voluntatis suae ... At vero illa communicatio 
quae ad extra est, et secundum quam se communicat creaturis, est communicatio quae 
poterat non esse; poterat enim nihil istarum fecisse quae fecit, neque adeo creaturis se 
communicasse. Communicationem ad intra, vocant Scholastici formalem, eam vero quae 
ad extra est, effectivam.” 
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will derived from different objects.? Here Maccovius reflects the typ- 
ically Reformed model of divine knowledge and will, the “identifying 
paradigm" of Reformed thought, as Antonie Vos has pointed out.^ In 
the doctrine of God, Maccovius, like most Reformed theologians, distin- 
guished a natural knowledge (scientia naturalis) by which God knows 
Himself and all possibilities as things He is able to realize, and a free 
knowledge (scientia libera) by which He knows all factual states of affairs 
in history. The decision of the divine will divides these two forms of 
divine knowledge, the former structurally preceding and the second fol- 
lowing it. Of course, God's essential will is absolutely necessary: for God 
wills himself and all that is necessary by means of a voluntary affirmation. 
But directed to contingent objects, his will is contingent, that is, He con- 
tingently wills all that is contingent. In sum, created reality is the contin- 
gent manifestation of divine freedom and does not necessarily emanate 
from Gods essence. For if this were the case, all things would fundamen- 
tally coincide with God's essence and the actual world would be an eternal 
world and the one and only possible world.* 

In Maccoviuss view, both Catholic Counter-Reformation and Remon- 
strant theology had modified this “will-based-theology” by their adop- 
tion of middle knowledge (scientia media) that resulted in a knowledge- 
based theology in which there is no room for real contingency." For 


^5 Metaphysica (ed. Heereboord; see above, n. 33), p. 71: “Necessarius necessitate 
absoluta est solus Deus ... Necessitas voluntatis divinae ad extra est, qua, illa, pro objectis 
habet omnia, quae efficit vel fieri permittit, ita tamen, ut potuerit ex absoluta potestate 
non habere haec objecta, quae habet, aut alia habere, et hujus causa est ipsa sibi voluntas" 

“4 See A. Vos, ‘De kern van de klassieke gereformeerde theologie; Kerk en Theologie 
47 (1996), 106-125. 

^5 TLC (see above, n. 37), Disp. XXIIL pp. 104, 105: "Scientia simplicis intelligentiae 
est, qua Deus scit, quid est possibile, quid non, etiamsi illud nunquam futurum ... 
Scientia visionis est, qua Deus novit ea, quae futura sint. Haec pro fundamento habet 
decretum Dei? 

^6 CT (see above, n. 37), Disp. II, p. 133: “Nam poterat Deus non creare creaturam 
rationalem, poterat non permittere in lapsum, atque adeo peccatum non punire, utpote 
cum nullum esset futurum: illae certe actiones, quae ex absoluta necessitate naturae Dei 
fluunt, non sunt actiones ad extra, sed ad intra? 

47 Maccovius, Collegii Theologici controversarum quaestionum disputatio sexta, quae 
est secunda de Media Scientia et quaestione hac quae emergit ex distinctione voluntatis 
divinae in antecedentem et consequentem ... Ad quam A.D.O.M. praeside nobilissimo 
ac clarissimo viro D. Iohanne Maccovio ... praeceptore suo sibi unice charo, respondebit 
Antonius Pisacator Hardrovicenus, Franequerae 1618 (14 pages in octavo); Cf. TLC 
(see above, n. 37), Disp. XXIII. pp. 103-104: "Conformaretur intellectus divinus ad res 
extra se positas, atque ita daretur in ipso potentia passiva: uno verbo Deus non esset 
Deus dicendus, sed creatura, et creatura non creatura, sed Deus ... Nec nodos solvit 
haec scientia media in gratia et libero arbitrio conciliandos ob quam causam praecipue 
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Maccovius, the main problem of the concept of middle knowledge is 
that it denies the fundamental distinction between Creator and crea- 
ture. Middle knowledge used to describe a category of divine knowl- 
edge (structurally) antecedent to God's will implies a necessity on the 
objects of divine knowledge.** Moreover, because middle knowledge pos- 
tulates objects extra Deum that precede his will, a logical contradiction is 
involved: objects outside God always presuppose the divine will. Finally, 
if God's middle knowledge also contains his decree, then this would 
imply that it is impossible for God to choose an alternative.” In this 
way, Maccovius argued, the concept of middle knowledge equals Stoic 
fate (fatum Stoicum), which is a natural or absolute necessity inherent in 
the essential nature of things of which even God is made dependent like 
Homer's Jupiter.” In this context, Maccovius also explained that the use 
of causal terminology did not imply a "deterministic" relationship. Only 
the effects of natural causes were necessary effects, while the effects of 
free causes were contingent and free. A free cause was held to be able to 
act variously not only at different times, but also structurally, or, at one 
and the same moment.?! 


fuit excogitata, sed potius implicat, ergo rejicienda est, ut inutilis ... Sin voluntas hic 
naturaliter consentiret, tum aliter non potuit facere, ergo non potuit dissentire, ergo 
positis istis circumstantiis non est libera? 

48 CT (see above, n. 37), Disp. IX, pp. 25, 26: "Atqui si decretum Dei posterius est 
objecto scientiae mediae, objectum hoc ultimate resolvitur in arbitrium creatum, non 
enim potest resolvi in Dei decretum: ut in primum determinans, quia decretum est eo 
posterius ... Sequitur et aliud absurdissimum, fatum nempe plusquam Stoicum, cui 
creatura non tantum, sed et Deus inevitabiliter implicatur. Creatura enim in tempore non 
potest non hoc et sic agere; nec potest Deus aliud praescire aut velle, quam illud, quod et 
sicuti futurum est.” 

^9 CT (see above, n. 37), Disp. IX, p. 25: “Deus fato victus non potest reconcurrere et 
velle, quod voluntas creata primum determinans voluerit?" 

5° TLC (see above, n. 37), Disp. XIII, p. 253: "Imo haec necessitas quam nos statuimus 
plane differt a necessitate fati Stoici, primo quia necessitas haec dicitur ex hypothesi 
voluntatis divinae, unde dependet a Deo, at vero fati Stoici necessitati ex Stoicorum 
sententia subjicitur Deus, hinc ne Juppiter ipso (apud Homerum) cum maxime vellet, 
Sarpedonem suum eripuit vinculis: secundo, necessitas quae est fati Stoici fluit ex rebus 
ipsis ad se invicem, unde necessitas, quam nos statuimus non pendet ex rebus, quae in 
se spectatae partim potentiam naturalem habent ut hoc vel illo modo se habere possunt, 
prout Deo scilicet visum, partim subjectivam sive obedientialem, et hinc haec necessitas 
non absoluta, sed ex hypothesi divinae appellatur? 

31. TLC (see above, n. 37), Disp. XII, p. 252: “At contingentia dicitur de rebus primo 
prout in se aptae sunt ad hoc et illud, sive prout sese habent indifferenter ad varia ... 
quod genus contingentiae cadit in causas voluntarias? 
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Predestination and Contingency 


According to Maccovius, the divine acts ad intra are essential acts di- 
rected to God himself, while his acts ad extra are contingent acts, directed 
to creation. The question now arises to which dimension the divine 
decree in general, and the decree of (double) predestination in particular 
belong. Is it the essential level, and is predestination consequently an 
absolutely necessary act? Or does predestination concern the "accidental" 
level, which includes contingency? According to Maccovius, the decree 
in general and that of predestination in particular must be classified as 
non-essential acts insofar as they regard the termination and extension 
to a certain object (terminatio et extensio ad hoc vel illud objectum). In 
his Loci communes he responded to the Socinian objection that there are 
no divine decrees in God since they are not essential attributes. Here 
he points out that the act of decreeing itself is an essential attribute of 
God, but maintains that in respect to its extension to an object it is not 
an essential divine attribute: 


Here a distinction must be made: according to the perfection that is in 
God, the decrees without which God cannot be are essential, but according 
to the termination and extension to this or that object—insofar as they do 
not refer to divine perfection but only to a relation—the decrees are no 
essential attributes of God.” 


Thus, not only the ad extra dimension of the decree of predestination 
(res decreta) is contingent, but its intramental dimension insofar as it 
concerns the extension to a certain object is contingent as well. Although 
God's decree is eternal, related to certain objects it does not belong to the 
essential dimension of God's being that is absolutely necessary: sine iis 
Deus esse potuit. Therefore, Maccovius did not accept the claim of his 


52 TLC (see above, n. 37), Disp. XVIII, pp. 84-85: “Respondeo, distinguendum esse. 
Nam secundum eam perfectionem, quam dicunt in Deo, sunt Dei essentialia & sine 
illis Deus esse non potest, secundum vero terminationem, extensionem ad hoc vel illud 
objectum, sicut nullam perfectionem in Deo ponunt, sed relationem duntaxat, ita non 
sunt essentialia Dei attributa, & sine illis Deus esse potuit ... Quia vero decretum 
non nudam voluntatem, et sapientiam Dei designat, sed cum respectu ac extensione 
ad hoc vel illud objectum creatum, quem respectum et extensionem potuit non habere 
voluntas divina, libere enim extenditur ad quodvis objectum creatum, idcirco quoad hunc 
respectum & extensionem, decretum, non est attributum Dei essentiale ... Sed merum 
respectum et ex consequenti nec est essentiale Deo, neque necessario sed libere Deo 
convenit, neque est idem quod essentia" 


ON THE MACCOVIUS AFFAIR 235 


opponents that the divine decree destroyed the contingency of created 
reality.” According to him, a neglect of this distinction between neces- 
sity and contingency would—in modern terms—rather entail either a 
necessitarian, (hard) deterministic worldview, or an unstable, arbitrary 
ontology of mere contingency.” 


Permission and Sin 


In article 2 of the list of fifty errors, Lubbertus accused Maccovius of 
eliminating the notion of divine permission (permissionem Dei tollit) 
because he referred to the permission of sin as an affirmative act of 
divine willing (actus approbativus voluntatis Dei). For Lubbertus, this 
was blasphemy. It implied that God approves of the sin He permitted 
and, therefore, God has positively willed sin to happen. Ergo: God is 
the author of sin. Divine permission, according to Lubbertus, could in 
no way be related to an act of divine willing. Permission was a kind of 
medium between willing and not willing. Maccovius, however, thought 
this to be a complete misinterpretation of divine permission.?? First of 
all, he asserts that permission as actus approbativus does not regard the 
ethical or moral aspect of the sinful act, but only its physical aspect. The 
act itself (motus) is natural and moved by God, but its sinfulness is due 
to the anomia or deviation from its proper object.^ Secondly, he argued 
that in relating sin to divine willing there are only four possibilities: 


55 Distinctiones (see above, n. 14), VIII, 13 (p. 174): “Cum providentia Dei efficaci 
consistit contingentia et libertas. Quia lapsus passeris contingens est & tamen non 
sine Dei providentia. Ita quod Rehoboam responsum dedit senioribus minus gratum 
contingens fuit et tamen ratione Dei provisum. 1 Reg. 12, 157 

** CT (see above, n. 37), Disp. XVI, p. 51: "Nulla enim est necessaria connexio, inter 
Deum et res quas extra se Deus vult. v.g. Deus est, ergo creaturus est mundum, nulla sit 
consequentia? 

5 Responsio posterior (see above, n. 12), pp. 2-3: "Dico ibi actus approbativus nihil 
aliud est quam velle. Celeb. adversarius videtur hoc intellexisse: namque actus hos non 
aliter accipi a me vult quam pro affirmativo et negativo, dum dicit praeter duos actus 
voluntatis dari tertium qui mixtus est. In hoc vero reprehensione dignus est censor, quod 
putet in Deo dari actum voluntatis mixtum: nam mixtus est in iis, qui aliquid faciunt 
inerte? 

56 CT (see above, n. 37), Disp. IX (Utrum actus ut actus peccatum aliquando sit?), 
pp. 118, 119: “Imo clarum est proficisci non a motu, sed a deviatione motus a legitimo 
objecto ... Haec terminatio ipsius ad objectum particulare illegitimum prohibita est: at 
motus in se non prohibitus est: nam verbi gratia, edere non est prohibitus homo in statu 
integritatis?" 


236 WILLEM J. VAN ASSELT 


1. God wills that sin occurs (velle) 

2. God wills that sin does not occur (nolle) 

3. God does not will that sin occurs (non velle) 

4. God does not will that sin does not occur (non nolle) 


The second possibility (nolle) is excluded, for if God does will that 
there is no sin, it will not happen. The third possibility (non velle) and 
fourth possibility (non nolle) must also be excluded, because God has 
no concern (non curat) over the things that He does not will to happen 
or does not will not to happen. Therefore, Maccovius argues, only the 
first possibility remains: sin is the object of divine permissive willing. 
But permissive willing should not be identified with effective willing." 
Although God is the cause why sin exists (existat), He does not cause sin 
itself.” Maccovius illustrates this position with the following example: 
if God did not move the sinning creature, it would not be moved, and 
therefore, it would not sin; just as alimping horse would not run and limp 
unless somebody were to set it in motion. But the person who moves the 
horse is not the cause of the limping itself: the cause of limping is the foot 
of the horse and not the one who sets the horse in motion.?? 
Maccoviuss main argument against the accusation that he makes God 
the author of sin is that God does not permit sin per se but per accidens.9? 
This means that the existence of sin is notan absolute but an “implicative” 
necessity, for neither God's permissive will nor sin have to be necessary, 
because they are both contingent acts: it could have been possible for sin 


5 CT (see above, n. 37), Disp. VI, p. 16: "Tertium argumentum est hoc: Aut Deus 
voluit peccatum, aut noluit, aut neque noluit, neque voluit. Non potest dici noluisse, quia 
illo nolente, nihil fit. Non noluisse, neque non voluisse, quia quae neque vult, neque non 
vult, illa non curat; ergo extra providentiam Dei peccatum esset: namque cura Dei & 
providentia Dei unum sunt & idem, ut apparet 1. Corinth. cap. 9. v. 9. Ergo voluit, sed ut 
diximus voluntate permittente, non efficiente? 

58 Distinctiones (see above, n. 14) VIII, 10 (p. 170): “Deus est causa cur peccatum 
existat, non cur sit? 

°° CT (see above, n. 37), Disp. IX, p. 120: "Objicitur porro et hoc: qui sciens et volens 
est causa actionis, cum qua annexa est deformitas, is vere et proprie peccat: Deus sciens 
ac volens est causa actionis, cum qua annexa est deformitas: ergo Deus est vere et proprie 
causa peccati. Resp. Primo: Hoc falsum esse, id quod enstasi ostendi potest: nam si quis 
claudicantem equum agitet, claudicat equus, nec tamen ille est causa istius claudicationis.” 

6 TLC (see above, n. 37), Disp. XXVI, p. 127 (Objectum voluntatis permissivae Dei est 
peccatum): *Deus non vult permittere peccatum propter se, hoc est, propter peccatum, 
sed propter aliud aliquid, hoc est, ut sit medium ex ordinatione divina aliquod bonum 
efficiendum, non quidem per se, sed per accidens? 
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not to happen.?! Although the (implicative) connection between God's 
permission and sin is necessary, this does not mean that God is the author 
of sin. 

Maccovius explains his position by using a semantic instrument deriv- 
ing from the medieval scholastics who made a distinction between the 
divided sense (sensus divisus) and the compound sense (in sensus com- 
positus) ofa proposition. He explains that a proposition formulated in the 
divided sense may not be identified with the same proposition taken in a 
compound sense. When analyzing a proposition such as "Adam, who did 
not remain standing (i.e. fall), could remain standing," he points out that 
the proposition can be read in two ways. Taken in the compound way, the 
proposition reads: "it is possible: (Adam did not remain standing and he 
remained standing)? This would affirm the possibility of a contradiction, 
and therefore is correctly rejected by Maccovius. But there is another way 
to analyze the original proposition, if we take it in the divided sense. This 
way the proposition would read: "Adam did not remain standing, and 
it is possible that he remained standing.” Now it is clear that the possi- 
bility operator only refers to the second part of the original proposition; 
the proposition is in fact divided into two propositions. What Maccovius 
seems to claim here is that Adams fall did not exclude the simultaneous 
possibility of his not falling into sin.9? 


Supralapsarianism 


In Maccoviuss eyes, his opponents—especially Lubbertus—were not 
well-versed in the scholastic debate and metaphysical terminology. With 
this remark, Maccovius especially referred to Lubbertuss way of handling 
the supralapsarian position. In accusation 15 we read: “He [Maccovius] 
asserts that there is a certain election based on mercy (misericordia), and 


61 TLC (see above, n. 37), Disp. XXIII, p. 104: "Imo omne quod necessarium est ex 
hypothesi decreti & providentiae actualis ita distingui debet: nam in se tale omne est 
contingens, hoc est, tali potentia constans, secundum quam poterat determinari ad hoc 
oppositum, aut aliud? 

€ CT (see above, n. 37), Disp. VI, p. 19: “Non propterea, quia necessario sequitur aliq- 
uid, propterea est ejus, quod sequitur effectus: nam recelsionem solis a nobis sequuntur 
tenebrae, nec sol est causa tenebrarum." 

$35 TLC (see above, n. 37), Disp. XIV (De providentia Dei circa paccatum), p. 256: 
"Necessario ergo sequitur permissionem lapsus, interim tamen permissio non est causa 
lapsus, sed antecedens solum ejus. Hic quaer[itur] quomodo homo primus stare potuit, 
& non stare? Respon. Stare potuit in sensu diviso, non potuit in sensu composito, hoc est, 
habuit in se habilitatem ad standum & non standum? 
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another election which is not.” In Lubbertus’s view, God's mercy is an 
essential and eternal, and, therefore, a necessary attribute of God and not 
a contingent divine act ad extra. Maccovius answers that it is a mistake to 
think (with Arminius) that every form of election proceeds from God's 
mercy and, at the same time, to presuppose that only man in misery or 
man fallen into sin can be the object of election. In his theses on divine 
eternal election he distinguishes between an electio mediorum, or an elec- 
tion to grace, on the one hand, and an electio ad finem, or an election 
to eternal glory, on the other hand. Indeed, the election to grace presup- 
poses fallen man, but the election to glory does not.® In his large response 
he defends the orthodoxy of this distinction by referring to Junius who 
argued against Arminiuss attack on supralapsarianism that if one views 
as the object of predestination man without being in a certain condition 
or relation, but in general (communiter) as not yet created, the supralap- 
sarian position is valid. But if one considers man in a certain condition or 
relation, created or fallen, the infralapsarian position is also valid. Mac- 
covius underscores the fact that both the supra and infra positions only 
deal with contingent conditions of man: not yet created, created, or fallen. 
But predestination as divine act per se or considered absolutely does not 
depend on these human conditions, but only on God's will. This will, 
however, does not imply absolute necessity, but a necessity ex hypothesi 
by which God contingently wills all that is contingent. 


4 “Dicit quandam electionem esse ex Dei misericordia, quandam non.” 


$5 Theses theologicae de aeterna Dei electione ... sub praesidio nobilissimi clarissimique 
viri Johannis Maccovii ... pro virili defendere annitetur Arnoldus Hactingius Leov. Fris. 
(see above, note 12), theses 1-2: “Electio est ad finem, & electio ad media; haec vulgo 
solet dici ad gratiam, illa ad gloriam. Illa est prior intentione: namque media sunt propter 
finem" Cf. thesis 5: "Haec electio [ad gratiam] pro objecto habet hominem lapsum" and 
thesis 8: “Namque dum eadem agit de electione ad finem asserit Deum in aeterno decreto 
suo eligisse homines antequam quidquam fecissent boni vel mali, Rom. 9: 11, 12 ... 
Sequitur non ex misericordia esse profectam hanc electionem? 

$6 In explaining his supralapsarian position, Maccovius, following Junius, refers to 
the example of the good angels whose election did not presuppose miseria or sin (citra 
rationem peccati). In seeing a parallel between angelology and anthropology, Maccovius 
suggests that a separation between elect and reprobate regarding their end or final glory 
was independent of the fall into sin and consequent misery. See Maccovius, Long Reply 
(see above, n. 12), p. 11: "Cum Arminius asseret omnem electionem proficisci ex miseria 
collat. pag. 135, Junius contrarium asseruit pag. 135 et clarissime columna 2005, Tom. 
1 thesis 15. Verba eius haec sunt: unde patet nullum singularis hominis respectum 
exclusive, sed communem in praedestinatione argumento poni opportere ita ut cum 
nondum conditum, lapsum tamen in conspectum Dei praesentissimum omni ex parte 
intelligimus ab aeterno, adeo ut gratia in electione concurruit gratia Gmhwc in homine 
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Anthropology 


As in Maccoviuss doctrine of God, in his anthropology a similar dis- 
tinction can be observed between an essential and accidental level. The 
essential perspective regards mans essential make-up. Man is a rational 
creature (creatura rationalis), which term implies that it belongs to man’s 
essence to have the capacity of knowing, understanding, judging, and 
willing. Maccovius points out that the term "nature" (natura) can be used 
in different senses. Fundamentally, he uses "nature" to refer to the essen- 
tial properties of man as a whole; in a secondary sense, it can signify the 
accidental state of man after the fall in which mans essential nature is 
not destroyed but corrupted. Further, in order to describe mans essential 
make-up he uses the terms “potency; “disposition,” and “act” (facultas- 
habitus-actus). In this Maccovius, like the other Reformed scholastics, 
followed the traditional Aristotelian "faculty psychology" (without Aris- 
totle’s necessitarian framework) according to which the term facultas 
refers to the capacity of knowing and willing, actus to the concrete act 
and habitus to the disposition which is formed by repeated actions that 
result in a certain pattern of behavior.9 

The second perspective, or the accidental level, is formed by the well- 
known four-state model. It describes the different situations in which 
man finds himselfin relation to God and the good. The basic components 
of the model occur in Augustine, while Bernard of Clairvaux gave it an 
influential elaboration. This model is not only based on the historical 
sequence (series historica) of the biblical narrative, but it also contains 
an indication of the structural differences in mans situation: before the 
fall, after the fall (after and before conversion), and in the final glory.$* 


óc, qualis est ea, quam Deus communicavit cum angelis qui non defecerunt; in lapsu 
vero hominem et peccatorem gratia coniuncta misericordia? 

$7 For Maccovius's anthropology, see TLC (see above, n. 37), Disp. VIII-X, pp. 239- 
249, in which the distinction is made between the principia, accidentia, adjuncta & 
consequentia of human nature (239). See also TLC (see above, n. 37), Disp. IX, p. 242. 

68 Distinctiones (see above, n. 14), VI, 17 (p. 148): "Aliter se habuit liberum arbitrium 
in statu integritatis, aliter in statu lapsus, aliter in statu reparationis, aliter in statu 
glorificationis. In statu integritatis potuit velle & non velle; erat enim natura sua ad 
utrumque habile, ac proinde liberum erat a miseratione & coactione. In statu lapsus ita 
se habet, ut non possit bonum spirituale velle, nec morale bene, potest tamen bonum 
spirituale rejicere et morale non facere, itaque liberum est a coactione, non autem a 
miseria. In statu reparationis habet se homo ad utrumque quidem, sed ex parte liberum, 
a miseria et coactione. In statu glorificationis non potest nisi bonum; liberum itaque erit 
omni modo a miseria et coactione.” 
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Although mans knowing and willing in the state of the fall are corrupted, 
the essential freedom of will and choice in sinners is not lost: although 
they are bound to sin, they sin willingly and by their own choice.9? 

In regard to Maccoviuss anthropology this four-state model is of 
utmost importance for understanding the two basic concepts of freedom 
used by Maccovius. The first is called freedom of contrariety (libertas con- 
trarietatis) and the second freedom of contradiction (libertas contradic- 
tionis). The freedom of contrariety is used by Maccovius to indicate the 
possibility of the will to choose this or that object (a or b). The freedom 
of contradiction refers to the possibility of the will to either choose or 
reject a certain object (a or not-a)."? The point Maccovius wants to make 
with this distinction is that on all levels of the four-state model the will 
acts out of itself, not being driven by an inward or outward determin- 
ing cause (coactio),’' and that the freedom of contradiction can never be 
lost: God never does take away from man the potentia ad oppositum. In 
other words: man is always free, but he is not always good! Thus, Mac- 
covius does affirm that there is some basic freedom of the will after the 
fall. If this were not the case, the will, and with that the human being, 
would cease to exist.” 


Some Concluding Remarks 


In the developing scholastic tradition in which Maccovius stood, ontol- 
ogy, the doctrine of God, and anthropology were closely connected. As 


© Distinctiones (see above, n. 14), IX, 14 (p. 188): “Dicimus voluntarium [peccatum] 
esse dupliciter dici, vel terminative, vel efficienter; priori modo peccata possunt dici 
voluntaria, ratione voluntatis, a qua determinantur; posteriori, ratione intellectus, a quo 
prima dubitatio procedit?" 

7 Distinctiones (see above, n. 14), IX, 3 (p. 176): "Libertas est vel contradictionis, vel 
contrarietatis. Contrarietatis est, quae se habet ad bonum vel malum; contradictionis est, 
quae se habet ad unum idemque objectum vel acceptandum vel rejiciendum? For the 
fundamental role of this distinction in the Reformed concept of free choice, see: Willem 
J. van Asselt, J.M. Bac, R.T. te Velde, eds., Reformed Thought on Freedom. The Concept of 
Free Choice in the History of Early-Modern Reformed Theology (Grand Rapids, 2009), esp. 
chapter 5 on Voetius. 

7! Distinctiones (see above, n. 14), IX, 4 (p. 178): "[Libertas] a coactione cadit in 
omnem creaturam rationalem? 

7? Responsio Posterior (see above, n. 12), p. 17: "Numquam hoc thesis vult, sed hoc 
ita: Deum agere in voluntatem hominis ut non tollit in ea potentiam ad oppositum, sed 
liberam linquet? 

73 Distinctiones (see above, n. 14), IX, 6 (p. 178): "Voluntas cogi non potest. Si enim 
cogitur, vel quod vellet nollet, vel quod nollet vellet. Et sic voluntas esset noluntas? 
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we saw, the systematic center is formed by a distinctive ontology with 
its distinction between an essential and a contingent or accidental level. 
The decisive role in the doctrine of God is played by the divine will, 
which constitutes the contingency of created reality. As for the other field, 
anthropology, the differentiation between an essential and the acciden- 
tal level also leaves room for contingency and freedom. These observa- 
tions counter both the typical misunderstanding of Maccoviuss thought 
as an example of an excessively deterministic theology, and the equally 
typical misconception of Reformed theology as a metaphysically con- 
trolled necessitarian system." Faced with the strategies and the highly- 
developed terminological apparatus of Catholic, Socinian, and Arminian 
opponents, the main contribution of Maccovius and his Reformed col- 
leagues to orthodox Reformed theology was an "operationalisation" of 
modal logic by drawing it into Christian doctrine in such a way as to 
render it distinct from the necessitarianism of ancient philosophy and of 
all its forms that made God the cause of sin. 


7^ See also R.A. Muller, Post-Reformation Reformed Dogmatics. The Rise and Develop- 
ment of Reformed Orthodoxy, ca. 1520 to ca. 1725, 4 vols. (Grand Rapids, 2003, sec. ed.), 
1: 347. 


POPULAR AND CATHOLIC: 
THE MODUS DOCENDI OF THE CANONS OF DORDT 


W. ROBERT GODFREY 


Introduction 


In his January 25, 1619 letter from the Synod of Dordt, the English 
observer John Hales recorded a remarkable incident in which the Dutch 
professor Franciscus Gomarus rose on the floor of the Synod and respon- 
ded to an address to the Synod on the extent of the atonement by Dr. 
Matthias Martinius of Bremen. Hales described how Gomarus 


tells the Synod, ego hanc rem in me recipio, and therewithal casts his Glove 
... and requires the Synod to grant them a Duel .... Martinius who goes in 
aequipace with Gomarus in Learning, a little before him for his Discretion, 
easily digested this affront, and after some few words of course, by the wis- 
dom of the Praeses matters seemed to be a little pacified, and so according 
to the custom, the Synod with Prayer concluded. Zeal and Devotion had 
not so well allayed Gomarus his choler, but immediately after Prayers he 
renewed his Challenge and required Combat with Martinius again; but 
they parted for that night without blowes.! 


The potential violence engendered by theological differences may seem 
quaint or amusing today (or actually perhaps not!), but the emotions on 
the floor ofthe Synod between two orthodox delegates were a microcosm 
of the severity of the struggles and tensions in the Dutch churches and 
society that had been extremely serious for over a decade. The National 
Synod of the Dutch Reformed Churches gathered in Dordrecht, with 
delegations from most of the Reformed churches of Europe, to judge the 
theology of the Remonstrants. This theology had challenged basic and 
important convictions ofthe Reformed churches and evoked a very sharp 
response at the Synod. 

As the Palatinate delegates wrote in the Epilogue to their judgments 
for the Synod on the Remonstrant theology: ^What is this other than a 
disparagement of the glory due God in free election, of the praise due to 


! John Hales, Golden Remains of the Ever Memorable Mr. John Hales, Second Impres- 
sion (London (Newcomb), 1673), p. 87. 
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Christ for redemption, and of the power of the Holy Spirit in conversion? 
It is also a weakening of Christian comfort in life and death and a tearing 
up of the certainty of our salvation. Finally it is an enervating of filial fear 
and trust in the hearts of believers. Rather it inflames the pride of man 
against God, so that he glories not in God or in Christ, but in himself 
...2? The Synod believed that in this theological controversy the glory of 
God and the comfort of the Christian were at stake. 


Theological Study at the Synod 


The years of theological controversy before the meeting of the Synod had 
produced lengthy, detailed and, at times, complex theological analyses. 
These written analyses had revolved around the five points the Armini- 
ans had made in their Remonstrance of 1610. The Synod in taking up 
these five points of the Arminians had all of this historic material as 
background to its work as well as the oral and written arguments of the 
Remonstrants presented to the Synod. The theological task before the 
Synod was weighty indeed. All of the delegates to the Synod believed that 
the issues before the Synod were vital to the well-being of the Reformed 
churches. 

In mid-January 1619 the president of the Synod directed the provin- 
cial and foreign delegations or colleges to work independently to draw 
up proposed answers to the five points of the Remonstrants. On the 
ninth of March the colleges began to read their responses on the First 
Article before the whole Synod in private sessions. The president of 
the Synod insisted on private sessions lest the Remonstrants or Roman 
Catholics use any disagreements among the delegates as a way to attack 
the Reformed theology. The reading of the responses on all Five Arti- 
cles continued until the last were read on March 21. Subsequently these 
responses were published in the Acta Synodi, providing a valuable insight 
for contemporary observers as well as later historians into the approach 
and theology of the various delegations. 


? Acta Synodi Nationalis, (Dordrecht, 1620), 2: 231 (hereafter cited as Acta): “Hoc 
vero quid aliud est, quam Deo gloriam gratuitae Electionis, Christo laudem Redemptio- 
nis, Spiritui Sancto virtutem Conversionis derogare? Christianam in vita et morte conso- 
lationem labefactare; salutis nostrae certitudinem convellere: timorem denique ac fidu- 
ciam filialem in cordibus credentium enervare: contra, hominem adversus Deum super- 
bia inflare, ut non in Deo, in Christo, sed in seipso glorietur, dicens, Ego me discrevi ...? 
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The various judicia of the delegations do reflect some differing the- 
ological emphases and do address the Remonstrant articles in a vari- 
ety of ways. Some colleges examined the Remonstrant teaching in some 
detail before presenting the orthodox answer. Others largely presented 
a positive statement of the orthodox position. Still others offered par- 
allel columns contrasting orthodox and heterodox teaching. One char- 
acteristic that all the judicia had in common was that they were writ- 
ten in a scholastic style. They were all written in the succinct, technical 
theological language of the theological faculties of the universities. They 
were written as well-educated theologians would communicate with one 
another. 


Popular Canons 


In light of the complexity of the theological writings of the Remonstrants 
and the orthodox Calvinists and in light ofthe scholastic style of the Col- 
legiate judgments, one might have expected the Canons of the Synod to 
be written in a manner that was scholastic and rather narrowly centered 
on theological differences with the Arminians. In reality, however, the 
Canons were written in a style that was both popular and catholic. The 
Canons were clearly prepared to be accessible for ordinary members of 
the church, speaking to basic doctrinal issues. The focus of this study is 
to examine sources for and the character of the Canons of Dordt as doc- 
trinal teaching that is popular and catholic. Surprisingly little scholarly 
attention has been given to this matter of the form of the Canons? 


Popular and Scholastic Styles 


While the delegates to the synod had written their judgments in a scho- 
lastic style, they were well aware that a scholastic manner of communi- 
cation was not the only one open to them. For example, John Hales, an 
English observer at the Synod, in his letters to Archbishop Abbot repeat- 
edly distinguished various sermons and addresses before the Synod as 


? For general bibliography on the Synod of Dordt, see W. Robert Godfrey, "Tensions 
Within International Calvinism: The Debate on the Atonement at the Synod of Dort, 
1618-1618, Ph.D. dissertation, Stanford University, 1974; Anthony Milton, ed., The 
British Delegation at the Synod of Dort (1618-1619) (Woodbridge, 2005); Margo Todd, 
Justifying God: The Calvinisms of the British Delegation to the Synod of Dort; Archiv 
für Reformationsgeshichte, 96 (2005), 272-289. 
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on the one hand "scholastica" or on the other hand “pathetical” or “ora- 
torical” He wrote, for example, ^... Scultetus spake at large de Certitu- 
dine gratiae et salutis, that was necessary for every man to be assured of 
his Salvation. The manner of his discourse was oratorical, the same that 
he uses in his Sermons, not scholastical and according to the fashion of 
disputations and Schools. For this cause the question was neither deeply 
searcht into, nor strongly proved.”* The former style, which Hales seemed 
to prefer, used the more technical language of the schools. The latter style 
appealed more to the hearts of the more common people in a way that 
was engaging and eloquent, and so was popular. 

While members of the Synod were aware of this distinction, none of 
the delegations chose to write their responses to the Remonstrants in a 
popular manner. Yet the final form of the canons was in a popular style. 
What influenced the Synod to adopt that approach? 

One answer surely is a recognition by leaders in the Dutch churches 
that the issues raised by the Remonstrants had not just disturbed theolo- 
gians and ministers. The controversy had entered the local churches and 
caused severe problems for many people in the churches and in the state. 
Practically minded members of the Synod would have understood that 
the decisions of the Synod would have the widest and deepest impact 
if its teaching was communicated in a popular rather than a scholastic 
manner. The general welfare of the church was certainly the most basic 
motivation. 


A Model for Popular Canons 


Another answer may be found in a model or pattern that the Synod had 
before it for writing in this way. This model is found in an appendix to the 
judicium of the delegation from the Palatinate on the First Article. After 
more than seven pages of close, scholastic analysis of the Remonstrant 
position on election and reprobation, the judicium concludes with a little 
more than two pages under the heading, “Modus docendi populariter 
doctrinam de Praedestinatione" (“The manner of teaching the doctrine 
of Predestination popularly”) This section has a brief introduction that 
notes that ministers of the Word of God ought to be prepared with a plan 


^ Hales, Golden Remains (see above, n. 1), p. 92. While Hales is rather disdainful of 
the oratorical or pathetical style, Walter Balcanquahall is more sympathetic in his letters. 
Writing of an address by Dr. Deodati from Geneva, he commented, “he did very sweetly, 
just as he useth to preach, not as Doctours use to do in Schools, ibid., p. 125. 
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(ratio) for teaching this doctrine popularly and fruitfully. Then under 
the heading: “Docendus est populus" (“The people ought to be taught"), 
follow eleven points on election and four points on reprobation. 

This addition to the Palatinate judicium caught the attention and 
approval of one member of the British delegation. Walter Balcanquahall 
wrote to Dudley Carleton, the English ambassador, “we began to read 
the Colleges judgements, at this Session were read the judgements of 
our College, and the College of the Palatines, both of a just length, and 
agreeable in all things; except that the Palatines had added to the end of 
theirs a very good and necessary counsel for the sober and wholesome 
manner of propounding to the people the Doctrine of and Election 
Reprobation [sic]; we purpose after our judgement on the fifth Article, to 
give in such counsel for the sober propounding of the whole five Articles 
to the people?” In a later letter Balcanquahall recounted how the British 
delegation did add a conclusion to the end of their writing on the Fifth 
Article: 


There were read the judgement of our College upon the fifth Article; 
Which was far longer than any which we gave in before; At the end of 
it we annexed an adhortation to the Delegates, for the defence, in their 
Provinces, of the Doctrine received in the Reformed Churches; Likewise 
an Exhortation to all the Members of the Synod for avoiding harshness and 
rigidity, and embracing all moderation in making the Canons, especially 
upon the second Article; as likewise an admonition to the Provincials, for 
great wariness and discretion in propounding to the common People the 
Doctrine of Predestination, and especially Reprobation ....° 


All of the other delegations also added similar conclusions calling for 
peace and unity in truth, but without showing specifically how that was 
to be achieved in a popular way.’ Only the Palatinate judgment offered 
an actual modus docendi. 


5 Hales, Golden Remains (see above, n. 1), p. 123. 

6 Ibid., p. 138. 

7 One exception was the brief statement of the Utrecht delegation calling for care in 
teaching the people, Acta 3: 291: "In doctrina hac de perseverantia populo Christiano 
proponenda, consolationibusque ex ea manantibus administrandis, judicamus omnibus 
pijs ministris et Ecclesiarum doctoribus, ad haec duo diligentissime attendendum, eaque 
populo inculcanda esse. 

1. Hanc doctrinam non pertinere ad hypocritas vel carnaliter securos, mundo et carni 
servientes, sed ad veros et genuinos Dei filios .... 

2. Non negari, vere fideles non pati aliquam aut ullam omnino fidei et gratiae interrup- 
tionem, aut obscurationem, qualem sane nonnunquam patiuntur et sentient, sed talem 
tantum, qua prorsus, totaliter et finaliter, omnem veram fidem amittunt et omni gratia 
Dei, et servatoris sui Iesu Christi excidunt.” 
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The Palatinate concern for the way in which the doctrine of predesti- 
nation would be taught to the people may well reflect the distinctive his- 
tory and context of the Palatinate. The Reformed there lived under the 
Peace of Augsburg of 1555, which both Lutherans and Roman Catholics 
argued did not grant toleration to the Reformed. The hostility directed at 
the Reformed in the Palatinate had made many of the theologians there 
sensitive to the care with which Reformed theology had to be taught. 

A popular Modus docendi was not added to the Palatinate judicia 
on the other four articles of the Remonstrants. Perhaps the Palatinate 
delegation observed that no other delegation had taken such an approach 
and concluded that it was unnecessary. Nevertheless when the decision 
was made to write the canons in a popular manner Professor Abraham 
Scultetus from the Palatinate was a member of the drafting committee, 
and so was in a position to remind his fellow committee members that 
an initial attempt at a popular presentation of the doctrine related to the 
first article did exist.? 

A comparison of the Palatinate Modus docendi with the Canons of 
the First Head of Doctrine shows significant similarities in vocabulary, 
doctrine, topics and order of discussion. Some of these similarities, 
especially in vocabulary and doctrine, would not be surprising in light 
of the long-standing Reformed reflection on these matters. But all of the 
similarities taken together do suggest that in some significant way the 
Palatinate work influenced the writing of the First Head of Doctrine. 

The initial declarations of both documents show how similar they are. 
The first point of the Palatinate Modus states that after the fall God could 
have assigned all men to eternal death, but that in grace God promised 
his son as a Mediator to offer himself as a sacrifice for sin and to free 


8 Reference to the importance and influence of the Palatinate delegation can be found 
in a letter of Balcanquahall, dated February 13, 1619: "Ihe Palatine Divines and we 
have met now three times, and we have agreed on the same Propositions, and have 
resolved to call one of every Colledge of the Forreign Divines, and communicate the 
same with them; that so, if it be possible, all we strangers may set up, and throw down 
the same Conclusions? Hales, Golden Remains (see above, n. 1), p. 73. At another time 
Balcanquahall complained about the overbearing character of the Palatinate delegation: 
"For that your Lordship adviseth from the King about the Palatines, it is a thing absolutely 
necessary, for they are the only Magistrales Doctores, next to Gomarus, in all the Synod, 
and think every thing they speak should be taken for Text ...? p. 135. The English 
delegates where very concerned about the King’s reactions to the Palatinate since the 
Elector Palatine was the King’s son-in-law. 
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his own from eternal death.? The first two articles of the First Head of 
Doctrine of the Canons state the same doctrine in similar language. The 
second point of the Modus is that God offers his Son in the preached 
Word and commands those who hear the Gospel to convert.!? The third 
and fourth articles in the Canons declare that God sends his messengers 
to call men to repentance and faith in Christ and that those who do not 
believe remain under wrath while those who believe are given eternal life. 
Points three through six of the Modus stress that man cannot believe on 
his own, but must have his heart opened by the Spirit of God, and that 
faith is a gift which God gives simply out of his grace and cannot in any 
way be earned.!! Articles five and six of the Canons state that unbelief is 
the fault of man, but faith is the free gift of God—a gift given according to 
the decree of God who softens hearts. Clearly the starting point and early 
development of teaching in both the Modus and the Canons are the same. 

Point seven ofthe Modus offers the basic definition of election: namely, 
that God from eternity elected out of the fallen human race certain men 
whom he wished to give to Christ and to save through faith.'? Their faith 
is a fruit of election and the cause of election is the good pleasure of God. 


? Acta, 2:23. “1. Deum post horrendum lapsum primorum parentum, homines aeque, 
ac qui peccarunt Angelos, igni aeterno adjudicare potuisse. Verum id non fecisse: sed 
suam hominibus gratiam pollicitum fuisse. Quam ut salva justitia sua praestare illis 
posset, unigenitum Filium suum promisisse Mediatorem, qui pro peccatis nostris victima 
fieret, et morte sua nos ab aeterna morte liberaret? (In the footnotes of this study the 
whole of the Modus will be quoted.) 

10 [bid. “2. Hunc Filium, in Verbo praedicato Deum hominibus offerre, serioque 
mandare, ut quotquot Evangelium audiunt, ad Christum se convertant?” 

11 Ibid. “3. Sed hominem per lapsum propter peccata, ita corruptum esse, ut con- 
cionem Evangelij nec intelligere, nec si intelligat, admittere possit, nisi Deus illum per 
Spiritum trahat, et cor ejus, ut Lydiae, aperiat, Christique ei amorem inspiret. 

4. Itaque non solum Euangelium esse singulare Dei donum, non omnibus populis 
commune, sicut scriptum est Psal. 147. vers. ult. Actor. 16. 7. Sed etiam intelligentiam 
et obedientiam Euangelij, vel, ut verbo dicam, Fidem esse singulare Dei donum, sicut 
scriptum est Ephes. 2. 8. 2. Thess. 3. 2. 

5. Nec posse quenquam hominum mereri, ut sibi hoc donum a Deo detur: siquidem 
omnes sunt peccatores, Rom. 3. 23. Quin tantum abesse, ut homo mereri fidem possit, 
ut nec disponere se ad credendum, nec boni spiritualis vel minimi cupiditatem habere 
queat, quippe in peccato mortuus, Ephes. 2. 1. adeoque omni veri boni sensu distitutus. 

6. Deum igitur ex mera gratia, donum fidei dare cui vult: sicut scriptum est. Rom. 9. 
18? 

12 Ibid. “7. Eundem Deum, ab aeterno sibi ex genere humano lapso, certos homines, 
quasi in peculium suum, elegisse, quos vellet per fidem Christo servandos dare: sicut 
scriptum est Ioh. 17.6. "Tui errant quos dedisti mihi e mundo: 

Unde clarum fit, Fidem electionis fructum esse, Sicut scriptum est, ‘Electio assecuta 
est reliqui occalluerunt; Rom. 11.7. Et, 'Crediderunt quotquot ordinati erant ad vitam 
aeternam: Actor. 13.48. 
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In the Canons article seven is also a basic definition of election, namely, 
that election is the unchangeable purpose of God according to his good 
pleasure to redeem in Christ a certain number of men, to give them to 
Christ, and to draw them by the Word and Spirit. Articles eight through 
ten of the Canons expand on this definition, teaching that election is not 
founded on any quality in man, but is rather the fountain of every saving 
good. The good pleasure of God is the only cause of election. Here again 
there are remarkable parallels between the two documents on the basic 
meaning of election. 

The next number of points deals with the implications of the doctrine 
of election in the lives of Christians. Point eight of the Modus declares 
that election cannot be broken by the sins of the saints. Article eleven 
of the Canons teaches that election cannot be changed or the elect lost. 
Point nine states that Christians ought to be certain of their election, not 
by searching into the secret things of God, but by adhering to the Word 
of God which teaches that God saves those who repent and believe.'^ 
Article twelve of the Canons states that the elect attain assurance not by 
inquiring into secrets of God, but by observing in themselves the fruits 
of election taught in the Word of God: faith, filial fear, godly sorrow, 
and a hunger for righteousness. Point ten of the Modus teaches that God 
shows his people the certainty of election, not to create carnal security in 
them, but to encourage them to work out their salvation with fear and 
trembling.” Article thirteen of the Canons declares that the certainty 
of election leads to lives of humility and love, not to carnal security. 


Clarum item, caussam electionis esse beneplacitum Dei, qui nemini quicquam debens, 
liberrima voluntate ac gratia hujus prae illo misereri, eumque Christo per fidem servan- 
dum dare decrevit; sicut scriptum est Matth. 9. ‘Etiam Pater, quia ita placuit tibi? " 

13 Ibid. 2: 23: “8. Hanc Electionem ita firmam esse, ut quamlibet graviter saepe 
labantur Sancti, tamen nec defectibus nec lapsibus illorum interrumpi, multo minus 
abrumpi possit. Sicut scriptum est; ‘Solidum stat fundamentum Dei, habens sigillum hoc, 
Dominus novit, qui sint sui? 2 Tim. 2.19.” 

14 [bid., 2: 23-24: “9. Caeterum de Electionis suae certitudine quemque Christianum 
certum esse debere. Ut autem certus esse possit, non esse, cur in abditos divinae sapientiae 
recessus conetur perrumpere, ut intelligat, quid de se sit constitutum in caelis (hoc enim 
et vetitum et impossibile est, siquidem liber vitae est obsignatus. 2 Tim. 2.) sed firmiter 
adhaerescendum verbo Dei patefacto. Quod docet, Deum nos elegisse in Christo. Ephes. 
1.4. Hoc est, non aliter decrevisse salvare, nisi per Christum: et severe mandat, ut resip- 
iscamus, et credamus in propositum nobis Servatorem. Quod qui facit, is certissimum 
electionis suae habet testimonium? 

15 Ibid., 2: 24: “10. Idcirco autem hoc, et non alio modo Deum Electionis nostrae 
certitudinem nobis patefacere velle, ne in securitatem carnalem prolabamur, sed cum 
timore ac tremore salutem nostram operemur, sicut praecipit Apost. Philip. 2.12.” 
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Point eleven concludes the section on election noting that when fear 
and trembling are joined to comfort, God is faithful and will not allow 
his people to be tempted beyond what they are able and will not break 
the bruised reed or quench the smoking flax.!6 Article fourteen of the 
Canons teaches that the doctrine of election ought to be preached as did 
the prophets, Christ and the apostles for the comfort of God's people. 
Article sixteen of the Canons urges those lacking assured confidence not 
to despair, but to use the means of grace and remember that God will not 
quench the smoking flax or break the bruised reed. Again the Canons 
have followed the order and basic approach to the doctrine as presented 
in the Palatinate appendix. 

The Modus after its eleven points on election makes four points on 
reprobation. The first is that if God elects some to life, one cannot doubt 
that reprobation is of some to death." Article fifteen of the Canons 
defines reprobation, saying that it is the express testimony of Scripture 
that only some are elected while others are passed over, not given the gift 
of faith and judged at last for all their sins; in this reprobation God is not 
the author of sin. 

Points two and three of the Modus caution ministers to speak pru- 
dently about reprobation, treating it rarely and briefly, unless the text of 
Scripture preached speaks about it explicitly, following the example of the 
prophets, apostles and Christ.!? These two points echo some of the con- 
cerns of article fourteen of the Canons. Point four of the Modus has three 
sub-points calling Christians first, not to explore the secrets of reproba- 
tion, but to rely on Gods revealed will; second, to reflect on reprobation 
in a way that primarily leads to thanksgiving for mercy in Christ; third, to 


16 [bid. 2: 24: “11. Cum hoc timore ac tremore certo conjunctam esse consolationem 
illam, fidelem esse Deum, qui non patiatur nos tentari supra vires, 1 Cor. 10.13. nec fran- 
gat arundinem quassatam, aut linum fumigans extinguat, Esaiae. 42.3. Cum hoc timore 
et tremore, coniunctam fore illam omnis consolationis plenissimam Theologiae practi- 
cae logicam, etiam in maximis animi angoribus excercendam; Electi non seducentur: Ego 
electus sum: Igitur nunquam seducer. Item: Oves Christi nemo rapiet de ipsius manu. 
Ego Christi Ovis sum: novi enim pastorem meum, hunc amo, huic credo, huic vivam, 
huic moriar. Igitur securus, et laetus sum in Deo meo, et ingemino illud Pauli; ‘Quis me 
separabit a caritate Christi? " 

17 [bid. 2: 24: “I. Cum manifestum sit, esse electionem certorum hominum ad vitam, 
de Reprobatione certorum hominum ad mortem, nemo sanus dubitare potest.” 

18 Ibid. 2: 24: “II. Et autem Ministrorum Ecclesiae prudenter dispicere, quando, et 
quomodo de Reprobatione ad populum dicendum sit. 

III. Docendum de Reprobatione est, cum textum aliquem ex professo de ea agentem 
explanamus: alias raro et parce: id quod Prophetas, et Apostolos, et Christum ipsum 
observasse videmus? 
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remember that there is absolutely no injustice on God's part in reproba- 
tion. This third sub-point is in turn subdivided into three demonstrations 
that there is no injustice in God: firstly, no one is damned or decreed to 
damnation except on account of sin; secondly, election shows the mercy 
of Godas reprobation shows his justice; thirdly, God has the right to make 
out of the same lump of clay what he wills and therefore humans have no 
right to complain.? Elements of this fourth point of the Modus on repro- 
bation are echoed in various Canons. For example, Article fifteen states 
that God is not the author of sin. Also Article eighteen teaches that repro- 
bation shows the just severity of God, in relation to which we ought not 
to murmur, but rather adore his mysteries. 

Article seventeen of the First Head of Doctrine has no parallel or echo 
in the points of the Modus. The Remonstrant charge that the Reformed 
taught the damnation of the children of believers dying in infancy was an 
issue that had been debated fiercely in the Netherlands, but about which 
the foreign delegations were probably not well informed. 

One difference between the Palatinate Modus and the Canons is that 
while the Canons speak directly to the people, the Modus seeks to instruct 


1? Ibid., 2: 24-25: "IV. Modum docendi populum de Reprobatione, gubernabunt 
sequentes regulae. 

Prima: Doceatur, non decere nos inquirere in arcana illa, cur Deus hunc elegerit, illum 
reprobarit? nec decere nos inquirere in voluntatem Dei occultam, sed insistere voluntati 
in verbo patefactae. 

Secunda: Doceatur, ad ipsam mentionem reproborum, nostrum esse gratias agere 
Deo, qui cum in eadem peccati massa cum reprobis haereremus, misericordi Dei vo- 
luntate ex ea per Christum sumus extracti: sic David Psalm. C. celebrat gratiam Dei, quod 
nos fecerit oves pascuae suae: sic Paul. Ephes. 1. Dei gratiam praedicat, per quam nos in 
Christo eligit. Uterque parum de reprobis, multum de gratitudine, ab electis Deo debita, 
est sollicitus. 

Tertia: Doceatur, nos etiam in hac vita aliquo modo intelligere, propter multorum 
hominum Reprobationem, Deum minime iniustitiae accusari posse. 

Nam primo, Deus neminem damnat, nisi propter peccata. 

Neminem igitur etiam damnare decrevit, nisi propter peccata. 

Secundo, quod non omnes peccatores reprobat, et damnationi addicit, sed aliquos 
eligit, aliquos reprobat, id ideo facit, teste Apostolo Rom. 9.22.23. ut in electis miseri- 
cordiam, in reprobis justitiam suam ostendat. Non est autem ulla hic Dei iniquitas, aut 
personarum acceptio: siquidem damnatis quidem debita redditur poena, liberatis inde- 
bita confertur gratia. 

Tertio, quod vero in his potius, puta Esavo, Iuda, quam in illis, puta Iacobo, Petro, 
iram et justitiam suam manifestare velit, facit pro potestate ea, quam habet singulus in 
lutum. Itaque, si quis obmurmuraret, illico audiet illud, ‘Annon licet mihi, quod volo 
facere in meis? Matth. 20. et illud Matth. 11. ‘Etiam Pater, quia ita placuit tibi? Itaque 
nec hic aliquid est iniustitiae” 
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ministers as to how they should address the people. That difference is 
especially noticeable in the section on reprobation. 

In general, the conclusion must be that the parallels between the 
Palatinate Modus and the Canons of the First Head of Doctrine are 
striking and close. Historians if they were New Testament scholars would 
have to label the Palatinate appendix as their Q for the Canons of Dordt. 
While there is no extant Q for the other Heads of Doctrine (making the 
situation even more like New Testament scholarship), clearly the work of 
the Palatinate on the First Head of Doctrine provided the approach and 
pattern followed later in the Canons. 


Popular Characteristics of the Canons 


The decision to write the Canons in a popular, rather than scholastic 
manner influenced other decisions about the final form of the Canons. 
First, each head of doctrine was written to stand alone without reference 
to other heads of doctrine. Assuming that some readers of the Canons 
might want to read only about perseverance, for example, the Synod 
stated allthat it wanted to teach about perseverance and related matters in 
the Fifth Head of Doctrine even if some ofthese matters had already been 
written about in other Heads of Doctrine. The result is that each Head was 
indeed complete in itself, but that the various Heads of Doctrine have a 
measure of overlap and repetition. 

Second, in each Head of Doctrine one article seems to have been 
written as the basic summary of the Reformed answer to the Arminian 
error. In the First Head of Doctrine Article seven is the basic definition 
of election and Article fifteen is the basic definition of reprobation. In the 
Second Head of Doctrine Article eight gives the Reformed statement on 
the extent of the atonement. In the Third and Fourth Head of Doctrine 
Article three defines total depravity and Article six states the doctrine 
of the irresistibility of grace. In the Fifth Head of Doctrine Article three 
summarizes the Reformed teaching on perseverance. 

The popular character of the canons also means that the implications 
of the doctrinal teaching for the life and piety of individual Christians 
and of the churches are drawn out in some detail and with great care. 
These issues were very important theologically and very emotional in the 
lives of the churches and individual Christians. The emotion is clear in 
the Conclusion of the Canons of Dordt where the Synod summarized 
and adamantly rejected various charges brought against the Reformed. 
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Those charges can be grouped in three areas: the character of God, 
the experience of the Christian, and the ministry of the church. The 
calumny against the Reformed charged that Reformed theology made 
“God the author of sin, unjust, tyrannical ....° Further the Reformed 
were accused of a doctrine that for individual Christians undermined 
“all piety and religion,’ and led to one of two terrible outcomes: “despair” 
or “security ...^ Also the Reformed were charged with undermining 
the ministry of the church with the accusation that for the children 
of believers who die in infancy “neither baptism nor the prayers of 
the Church at their baptism can at all profit them ....” Not only were 
these charges rejected categorically in the Conclusion of the Canons, 
but also were addressed again and again in the body of the Canons. 
Each of these points was anticipated in the appendix of the Palatinate. 
While the implications and criticisms of Reformed doctrine had been 
particularly intense in the Netherlands, they had been faced throughout 
the Reformed world and therefore it was not surprising that the Palatinate 
delegates would also be sensitive to these points. 

These doctrinal implications are developed in four main areas. The 
first is the matter of fault and justice, making clear that God is always 
just and never at fault for the sin of man.*’ Unbelief is not God's fault: 
"The cause or guilt of this unbelief, as well as of all other sins, is nowise 
in God, but in man himself ...? (First Head of Doctrine, Article five) 
Unbelief is also not Christ's fault: "And, whereas many who are called by 
the gospel do not repent nor believe in Christ, but perish in unbelief; this 
is not owing to any defect or insufficiency in the sacrifice offered by Christ 
upon the cross, but is wholly to be imputed to themselves? (Second Head 
of Doctrine, Article six) And unbelief is not the fault of the preaching of 
Christ: “It is not the fault of the gospel, nor of Christ offered therein, nor 
of God, who calls men by the gospel, and confers upon them various gifts, 
that those who are called by the ministry ofthe Word refuse to come and 
be converted. The fault lies in themselves ...? (Third and Fourth Head 
of Doctrine, Article nine) 


20 All citations from the Canons of Dordt are taken from the translation in Philip 
Schaff, Creeds of Christendom (Grand Rapids, MI, 1977), vol. 3. Since Schaff does not 
translate the Rejection of Errors of the Canons of Dordt, those translations are cited from 
Psalter Hymnal (Grand Rapids, MI, 1959). 

?! See Palatinate Modus, on reprobation, point 4, subpoint 3; Canons, First Head of 
Doctrine, 1, 5, 18; Second Head of Doctrine, 1, 2, 6; Third and Fourth Head of Doctrine, 
4, 9, 15; Fifth Head of Doctrine, 8. 
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The second implication is that the Christian remains responsible and 
active in salvation even if all the blessing comes from God.” That concern 
is addressed clearly in the following Canon: *... all in whose hearts God 
works in this marvelous manner are certainly, infallibly, and effectually 
regenerated, and do actually believe. Whereupon the will thus renewed 
is not only actuated and influenced by God, but, in consequence of this 
influence, becomes itself active. Wherefore, also, man is himself rightly 
said to believe and repent, by virtue of that grace received.” (Third and 
Fourth Head of Doctrine, Article twelve) 

The third implication is the character and development of assurance in 
the Christian.? Assurance grows as Christians see the fruit of salvation in 
themselves: “The elect, in due time, though in various degrees and in dif- 
ferent measures, attain the assurance of this their eternal and unchange- 
able election, not by inquisitively prying into the secret and deep things 
of God, but by observing in themselves, with a spiritual joy and pleasure, 
the infallible fruits of election pointed out in the Word of God; such as 
a true faith in Christ, filial fear, a godly sorrow for sin, a hungering and 
thirsting after righteousness, etc.” (First Head of Doctrine, Article twelve) 
The fullest discussion of the assurance in the Canons is in the Fifth Head 
of Doctrine, Articles nine through thirteen. Article ten there is founda- 
tional to the approach of the Canons to this subject, writing of the three 
sources of assurance: 


This assurance, however, is not produced by any peculiar revelation con- 
trary to, or independent of the Word of God, but springs from faith in 
God's promises, which he has most abundantly revealed in his Word for 
our comfort; from the testimony of the Holy Spirit, witnessing with our 
spirit, that we are children and heirs of God (Rom viii. 16); and, lastly, 
from a serious and holy desire to preserve a good conscience, and to per- 
form good works. And ifthe elect of God were deprived of this solid com- 
fort, that they shall finally obtain the victory, and of this infallible pledge 
or earnest of eternal glory, they would be of all men the most miserable. 
(V, 10). 


In pointing to these three sources of assurance the Synod was taking a 
standard Reformed approach. 


22 See Palatinate Modus, on election, point 10; Canons, First Head of Doctrine, 12, 13; 
Second Head of Doctrine, 9; Third and Fourth Head of Doctrine, 7, 12, 15; Fifth Head of 
Doctrine, 2, 4, 7. 

23 See Palatinate Modus, on election, points 9 and 11; Canons, First Head of Doctrine, 
12, 13, 16; Third and Fourth Head of Doctrine, 13, 15; Fifth Head of Doctrine, 9-13. 
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The fourth implication is the importance of the means of grace in 
the church for the individual Christian.” The church must preach the 
gospel: "Moreover the promise of the gospel is, that whosoever believeth 
in Christ crucified shall not perish, but have everlasting life. This promise, 
together with the command to repent and believe, ought to be declared 
and published to all nations, and to all persons promiscuously and 
without distinction, to whom God out of his good pleasure sends the 
gospel" (Second Head of Doctrine, Article five) God uses means to 
accomplish his purposes: 


As the almighty operation of God, whereby he prolongs and supports 
this our natural life, does not exclude, but requires the use of means, by 
which God of his infinite mercy and goodness hath chosen to exercise his 
influence; so also the before-mentioned supernatural operation of God, 
by which we are regenerated, in nowise excludes or subverts the use of 
the gospel, which the most wise God has ordained to be the seed of 
regeneration and food of the soul. Wherefore as the Apostles, and the 
teachers who succeeded them, piously instructed the people concerning 
this grace of God, to his glory and the abasement of all pride, and in the 
mean time, however, neglected not to keep them by the sacred precepts of 
the gospel, in the exercise of the Word, the sacraments and discipline; so, 
even to this day, be it far from either instructors or instructed to presume 
to tempt God in the Church by separating what he of his good pleasure 
hath most intimately joined together. For grace is conferred by means of 
admonitions; and the more readily we perform our duty, the more eminent 
usually is this blessing of God working in us, and the more directly is 
his work advanced; to whom alone all the glory, both of means and their 
saving fruit and efficacy, is forever due. Amen. (Third and Fourth Head of 
Doctrine, Article seventeen) 


The means of grace are basic to the beginning and growth of faith: “And 
as it has pleased God, by the preaching of the gospel, to begin this 
work of grace in us, so he preserves, continues, and perfects it by the 
hearing and reading of his Word, by meditation thereon, and by the 
exhortations, threatenings, and promises thereof, as well as by the use 
of the Sacraments.” (Fifth Head of Doctrine, Article fourteen) 

The endings of both the Canons and the Palatinate judgment on 
the First Article focus on the pastoral importance of glorifying God 


24 See Palatinate Modus, on election, point 2; Canons First Head of Doctrine, 3, 7, 14, 
16; Second Head of Doctrine, 5; Third and Fourth Head of Doctrine, 6, 8, 11, 12, 17; Fifth 
Head of Doctrine, 14. 
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and comforting Christians. The conclusion of the Palatinate judicium? 
speaks of the doctrine taught as glorifying God and not man, as removing 
any grounds for carnal security and as supplying “to the elect children of 
God solid comfort in life and in death ....” Here in an interesting manner 
the Palatinate delegates echo the first answer of their own Heidelberg 
Catechism which was also used and well-loved in the Dutch Reformed 
Churches: “My only comfort in life and in death ....”° In the next to 
the last paragraph of the Conclusion of the Canons of Dordt is again 
language quite parallel to the Palatinate language, calling on all who teach 
these doctrines to do so “to the glory of the Divine name, to holiness of 
life, and to the consolation [comfort] of afflicted souls ...? True doctrine 
promotes true piety. 


Catholic Canons 


The Palatinate conclusion also calls on the Dutch civil authorities as 
well as the Synod to protect and promote the "Apostolic doctrine" of the 
Reformed churches and to reject the "novelties" of the Remonstrants. In 
a similar vein the Genevan delegation expressed concern that the rejec- 
tion of the Arminian doctrine be seen as not only the upholding of the 
Scriptures, the rejection of Popery and the unifying of the Reformed 
churches, but also as agreeing with "the more pure consensus of antiq- 
uity?^ These statements reflect a common contention of the Reformed, 


25 Ibid., 2: 25: "Exposuimus nostrum de Primo Articulo Remonstrantium iudicium: 
modum de Praedestinatione populariter concionandi descripsimus. In utroque eam de 
Electione et Reprobatione doctrinam professi sumus, breviterque confirmauimus, quae 
cum in alijs Ecclesijs Reformatis, tum imprimis in Ecclesia Palatina, per Dei gratiam 
haectenus sonuit. Quae cum totum salutis negocium non in lubrica hominis, sed in con- 
stanti Dei voluntate reponat, et nullam homini, omnem Deo gloriam vindicet; carnalem 
securitatem excutiat, consolationem solidam in vita et morte electis Dei filijs suggerat: 
Rogamus benignissimum Deum nostrum, ita regat et Illustriss. Ordd. et venerandae 
Synodi consilia, ut explosis novitatibus a tota Scriptura alienissimis, Apostolicam hanc 
doctrinam sibi unice commendatam habeant, eamque autoritate sua ad posteros quoque 
propagent.” 

26 In their conclusion the Palatinate delegates wrote of the "consolationem solidam 
in vita et morte electis Dei filijs? The common Latin translation of the Heidelberg 
Catechisms first question is "Quae est unica tua consolatio in vita et in morte?” 

7/ Acta, 2: 253: ^... quippe quae contra Scripturas manifestas, contra consensum 
antiquitatis purioris, et Ecclesiarum omnium vere Reformatarum, gloriam Dei obscurent, 
fundamentum salutis reddant fluxum et instabile, consolationem omnem tollant, Papa- 
tum interiorem revehant, Pelagianam haeresin recoctam et interpolatam denuo obtru- 
dant, nervum et arcum Papatus ....” 
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namely that their doctrine is not only Biblical, but also truly catholic, 
and stands against the novel doctrines of others. Reformed distinctives 
are the proper development of catholic theology. The Canons of Dordt 
demonstrated the catholicity of Reformed truth in at least two ways. 

First, the Canons make a variety of explicit appeals to catholic antiq- 
uity. Several times the Canons reject the doctrine of their opponents as 
Pelagian, thereby identifying Reformed theology with ancient orthodoxy 
against ancient heresy. For example, Rejection of Errors nine of the Third 
and Fourth Head of Doctrine states: ^For the ancient Church has long 
ago condemned this doctrine of the Pelagians ...??3 The Canons also 
appeal to antiquity in other contexts than in references to the Pelagians. 
For example, Rejection of Errors four of the Second Head of Doctrine 
speaks of its agreement with "the consensus of the whole Church??? 

Second, the first article of each Head of Doctrine states an undoubt- 
edly catholic truth. Instead of engaging immediately with the doctrinal 
dispute between the Reformed and the Arminians, each Head of Doc- 
trine in the Canons begins its teaching with a statement of Christian doc- 
trine on which Roman Catholics, Lutherans and the Reformed would all 
agree. Each head of doctrine then develops that initial point theologi- 
cally to a statement of the distinctive Reformed point of theology in con- 
troversy. The intention of this procedure is very clear. In answer to any 
suggestion from Remonstrants, Roman Catholics, or Lutherans that the 
Reformed distinctives articulated at the Synod of Dordt were sectarian or 
cultic, the Canons seek to demonstrate that these Reformed distinctives 
are the proper and necessary result of taking catholic doctrine seriously 
and faithfully. 

The First Head of Doctrine begins with a clearly catholic declaration: 
"As all men have sinned in Adam, lie under the curse, and are obnoxious 
to eternal death, God would have done no injustice by leaving them all 
to perish, and delivering them over to condemnation on account of sin 
.... All Christians agreed that all sinful men could be justly condemned 
and that God was not obligated to save anyone. 

This catholic starting point has only two antecedents in the collegiate 
judicia. The Palatinate Modus on this point has already been considered. 


28 See also First Head of Doctrine, Rejection of Errors four; Second Head of Doctrine, 
Rejection of Errors three and six; Third and Fourth Head of Doctrine Article ten and 
Rejection of Errors seven. 

29 See also Second Head of Doctrine, Rejection of Errors one; Third and Fourth Head 
of Doctrine, Rejection of Errors three, five, and six. 
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The Dutch professor Sibrandus Lubbertus also began his personal judi- 
cium at this starting place, namely with the sinfulness of all men in Adam 
and their liability to damnation and eternal death.?? (Lubbertus did not 
continue in this catholic vein as the starting point for his subsequent judi- 
cia. His writing on the First Head, although beginning where the Palati- 
nate Modus begins, moves rather quickly to a quite scholastic discussion 
of election and reprobation.) 

The Second Head of Doctrine also begins with a catholic reflection on 
the justice of God in relation to salvation as the beginning of its reflection 
on the death of Christ. "God is not only supremely merciful, but also 
supremely just. And his justice requires (as he hath revealed himself in 
his Word) that our sins committed against his infinite majesty should be 
punished, not only with temporal, but with eternal punishments, both in 
body and soul; which we can not escape, unless satisfaction be made to 
the justice of God” All Christians agreed that God's justice needed to be 
satisfied as part of the foundation of redemption. 

The Third and Fourth Head of Doctrine similarly begins with a catho- 
lic reflection on the creation of mankind in the image of God and on 
the effects of the fall into sin as the beginning of its teaching on total 
depravity and irresistible grace. "Man was originally formed after the 
image of God. His understanding was adorned with a true and saving 
knowledge of he Creator, and of spiritual things; his heart and will were 
upright, all his affections pure, and the whole Man was holy; but revolting 
from God by the instigation of the devil, and abusing the freedom 
of his own will, he forfeited these excellent gifts, and on the contrary 
entailed on himself blindness of mind, horrible darkness, vanity, and 
perverseness of judgment; became wicked, rebellious, and obdurate in 
heart and will, and impure in [all] his affections? All Christians agreed 
that fallen man had lost the holiness with which God had endowed him 
in the creation. 

Finally the Fifth Head of Doctrine begins with a catholic consideration 
of the sanctifying work of the Holy Spirit as the beginning of its reflec- 
tion on the perseverance of the saints. “Whom God calls, according to 
his purpose, to the communion of his Son our Lord Jesus Christ, and 
regenerates by the Holy Spirit, he delivers also from the dominion and 
slavery of sin in this life; though not altogether from the body of sin and 


3° Acta, 3: 11. Lubbertus began by writing: "Omnes homines in Adamo peccaverunt, 
et facti sunt rei damnationis, et mortis aeternae? 
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from the infirmities of the flesh, so long as they continue in this world” 
All Christians agreed that sin remained a problem in this life for all who 
were redeemed in Christ. 


Conclusion 


When the delegates gathered for the National Synod of the Dutch Re- 
formed Churches in Dordrecht, they had a genuinely Calvinistic expe- 
rience: they knew the end from the beginning. They knew that the 
Arminian theology of the Remonstrants would be condemned and that 
the dominant, strict Calvinism of their churches would be upheld. But 
only through the work done at the Synod did they decide on the form 
in which the Canons should be written. The final form of the Canons 
of Dordt presents a pastorally sensitive theology in terms that are pop- 
ular and catholic. The Palatinate judicium on the First Head of Doctrine 
provided the model for that approach, demonstrating that the delegates 
to the Synod who were academics were also pastors. While the Synod 
had deliberated on the Remonstrant theology in a technical, scholastic 
manner, its Canons emerged from the catholic foundations of the church 
and spoke to the church in a popular form that the people could under- 
stand. In doing so the Synod followed the path of Martin Luther and John 
Calvin who had labored to reform the church by the Word of God by 
writing and preaching in a way that spoke to the people. While dialectic 
had triumphed in the schools, the Synod spoke the rhetorical language 
ofthe Reformers to the church. The modus docendi ofthe Synod of Dordt 
continued the work of the Reformation. 


“O, YE WOMEN, THINK OF THY INNOCENT 
CHILDREN, WHEN THEY DIE YOUNG!” 
THE CANONS OF DORDT (FIRST HEAD, 

ARTICLE SEVENTEEN) BETWEEN 
POLEMIC AND PASTORAL THEOLOGY 


ERIK A. DE BOER 


At the National Synod of Dordrecht (1618-1619) the question of man’s 
predestination was central. Is predestination God's decree of divine elec- 
tion to salvation as based on foreseen faith? Or is it (double) predestina- 
tion to life or to death, a decree in God's eternal counsel of unchangeable 
election out of free grace, or condemnation on account of one’s own guilt? 
This subject became most pointed when contemplating the question of 
how to harmonise this predestination with the salvation of infants who 
die in their infancy; with those that are baptised or not baptized? While 
all children have been conceived in sin, new-born babes are too young 
to come to faith or conversion. Are there infants who must be counted 
as reprobates because there is simply either election or reprobation? The 
subject of this study is how this emotionally laden question pertaining to 
the salvation of infants who die in their infancy was debated, and how 
the answer was established at the Synod and in the Canons of Dordt. 


1. Original Sin and Eternity 


Medieval theology and spiritual care struggled with the consequences of 
the emphasis Augustine (354-430) had placed on original sin. What is 
the eternal destiny of new-born children when they die without having 
received the sacrament of baptism and are thus in a state of original sin? 
This led to discussions about the necessity of baptism for salvation. 

The Synod of Carthage (418) had confirmed over-against the Pelagians 
that baptism of infants was necessary to cleanse them from original sin, 
even though they themselves had not yet sinned. Another canon of the 
same synod is as follows: “It has been decided likewise that if anyone says, 
when the Lord said: ‘In my house there are many mansions’ [John 14:2] it 
should be understood in such a way that in the kingdom of heaven there 
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will be some middle place, or some place anywhere where the blessed 
infants live who departed from this life without baptism, without which 
they cannot enter into the kingdom of heaven, which is life eternal, let 
him be anathema?! According to Augustine's conviction the existence of 
such place should not be taught as God will indeed punish original sin.” 

Thomas Aquinas (1225-1274) assumed a limbus infantium (fringe, 
outskirts, thus ‘outer place for infants’), a place distinguished from hell 
and heaven, where children temporarily atone for original sin, thus 
escaping eternal punishment.’ Those who upheld Augustine's belief were 
called tortores infantium, child torturers. The Roman Catholic church has 
never arrived at a formal declaration of dogma on this particular point, 
but she became tradition-bound. However, in the spring of 2007, because 
of awareness of the vast number of abortions, Benedict XVI set his papal 
seal under a theological declaration, initiated by John Paul II, in which 
the theological opinion of limbus infantium or puerorum is denied. “The 
exclusion of guiltless infants from paradise contradicts Christ's special 
love for the little ones.”4 

A comparable theological and pastoral theme was under discussion at 
the beginning of the seventeenth century, particularly in the Reformed 
Church of the Netherlands. However, the question then related more 
specifically to the consequences of the various positions pertaining to 
the doctrine of predestination, specifically the question of the election 
and salvation of infants of Christian parents who died in their infancy.° 


! H, Denzinger and A. Schónmetzer, eds., Enchiridion symbolorum, definitionum et 
declarationum de rebus fidei et morum, 33rd ed. (Barcinone, 1965), p. 83. 

? Cf. Augustine, De peccatorum meritis 1.21; Contra Julianum 5.44; Enchiridion 95: 
"Tunc non latebit quod nunc latet, cum de duobus parvulis unus esset assumendus per 
misericordiam, alius per judicium relinquendus, in quo, is que assumeretur, agnosceret 
quid sibi per judicium deberetur, nisi misericordia subveniret" (J.-P. Migne, Patrologia 
Latina 44: 275). 

3 Thomas Aquinas, Summa theologica, V, 69.6. Thomas quotes Augustine, Enchiridion 
93: “Mitissima est poena puerorum qui cum solo peccato originali decedunt” (69.6.2). 

4 See the note “The hope of salvation for infants who die without being baptised’ from 
the International Theological Committee, after the agreement of Pope Benedictus XVI, 
published on the website of the Vatican on 19 January 2007 (www.vatican.va). 

? Submitted to the Synod were also the questions of the legitimacy of baptism admin- 
istered by lay people and of the admission of baptism of children, born of unbelieving 
parents and adopted in families of Christians (in India). There is hardly any connection 
between the last question and that of the election of infants of believing parents who die 
young. The Swiss delegates proposed that the delay of baptism should not cause harm as 
through God’s election these heathen children are sheep of Christ's fold and thus included 
in the covenant of grace. On the basis of, particularly 1 Cor. 7,14, they did not think it right 
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2. Canon Seventeen: Ought Not to Doubt 


At the end of Head one of the Canons of Dordt we find a short article 
about the election of children. The National Synod of Dordrecht (1618- 
1619) gave direction to the above theme with this canon. 


We must judge concerning the will of God from his Word, which declares 
that the children of believers are holy, not by nature but in virtue of the 
covenant of grace, in which they are included with their parents. Therefore, 
God-fearing parents ought no to doubt the election and salvation of their 
children whom God calls out of this life in their infancy. 


The previous canon sixteen reflected on the aspect of reprobation (as 
expressed in canon fifteen). Who are those who have no reason to be 
discouraged, much less to stand in fear? And for whom should this aspect 
of doctrine strike a wholesome terror? Such principles for preaching and 
education will automatically raise the question: but what about the little 
children? Can or should something be said about the signs of true faith 
in them or other ‘fruits of election’? If not, then what ought parents to 
know about their election? Canon seventeen gives an emphatic answer 
to this question. The first point of departure was the following thought: 
that whoever tries to probe God5 will, with regard to the election of the 
children of believing parents, ought not to speculate but listen to God's 
Word. 'That Word testifies that the children of believers, comprehended 
in the covenant of grace, are holy. Then follows the actual main sentence: 
"thus godly parents ought not to doubt of the election and salvation of 
their children, whom God calls out of this life in their infancy? é 

This canon under Head one was the final result of a heated discussion. 
This is clear from the declaration concluding the whole of the Canons, 
in which a number of popularised impressions of the doctrine were 
rejected. One of these that: 


Many children of believers are snatched in their innocence from their 
mothers' breasts and cruelly cast into hell so that neither the blood of 
Christ nor their baptism nor the prayers of the church at their baptism 
can be of any use to them.” 


to baptise children from unbelieving parents, as they "extra foedus sunt" (cf. H. Kaajan, 
De pro-acta der Dordtsche Synode in 1618 (Rotterdam, 1914), pp. 231, 258). 

6 Original Dutch and Latin version in J.N. Bakhuizen van den Brink, ed., De Neder- 
landse belijdenisgeschriften in authentieke teksten, 2nd ed. (Amsterdam, 1976), pp. 236- 
237. 

7 Ibid., pp. 278-279. The rendering of this opinion can be found in the first con- 


cept drafted on 18 April 1619 in the 131st session and preserved in Caspar Sibelius's 
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A delicate point indeed, and an easy target: how are parents to think 
about the future oftheir children who have died whilst still young? Infant 
mortality was much higher in the seventeenth century than it is in the 
Netherlands four centuries later. But those who reflect on miscarriage, 
the Sudden Infant Death Syndrome or infant cancer may indeed not 
experience their suffering with the same frequency, but decidedly, with 
a comparable intensity. One example may suffice to describe the expe- 
rience of this reality at the beginning of the seventeenth century. On his 
deathbed a certain David Coornwinder looked back on a marriage that 
had lasted 21 years and in which twelve babies were born “of which nine 
little souls are in heavenly glory and three still remain on this earth”? In 
that family only one in four children had remained alive. An English del- 
egate expressed this grief at the Synod: “Now that such great number of 
children go to heaven ...?!? It was particularly in these circumstances 
an agonising question for Christian parents: is our child, are all children 
who die in infancy, in heavenly glory? And does the doctrine of divine 
and eternal election strengthen or does it undermine such certainty? 

At the end of the twentieth century a short debate evolved concerning 
the question of whether canon seventeen provides a positive and defini- 
tive answer to the question of the election of infants who die young, 
and whether the doctrine has special comfort for bereaved parents in 
mind. This debate started with Donald Sinnemas study on the basis of 
his historical data, which unveiled the development of canon seventeen. 
He pointed out that in Dordt a statement on the level of God's hidden 
counsel (in which a rejection of children of believers who died in infancy 


copy: “Multos fidelium infantes a matrum uberibus abripi et in gehennam praecipitari, 
iisque nec Christi sanguinem nec baptismum nec Ecclesiae preces prodesse" The sec- 
ond draft, written the following day: "denique defraudare eam [sc. doctrinam, EAdB] 
fideles omni consolatio, parentes imprimis obitum dulcissimorum liberorum in infan- 
tia mortuorum lugentes, qui liberi a matrum uberibus innoxii abripi et in gehennam 
praecipitari doceantur, adeo ut iis nec sanguis Christi, nec Baptismus nec preces Eccle- 
siae prodesse queant [...]" (part of text concerning the drafting of the Canons of Dordt 
edited by D.J. de Groot, ‘Stukken met betrekking tot de opstelling der Dordtsche Canones; 
Bijdragen en mededelingen van het Historisch Genootschap 58 (1937), 134-210, there 
209f.). 

8 M.A. Kempeneers, Waar is ons kind? Een pastoraal-theologische handreiking rond 
het overlijden van jonge kinderen (Kampen, 2007) is a practical theological book which 
concerns the study of DL 1. 17. 

? A.Th. van Deursen, Mensen van klein vermogen. Het "kopergeld" van de Gouden 
Eeuw (Amsterdam, 1992), p. 113. 

10 Acta ofte Handelinghen des Nationalen Synodi [...] tot Dordrecht, anno 1618 ende 
1619 (hereafter cited as Acta ofte Handelinghen) (Dordrecht, 1621), 2:12. 
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is conceivable) had been avoided. Consequently, the opinion of some, 
that some children of believers could have been rejected in God's hidden 
counsel, would not have been excluded. “The prime intent was to provide 
pastoral assurance to believing parents whose children die young.”’! Niek 
Gootjes reacted to the conclusion that canon seventeen must have pro- 
vided a definitive answer, as the Synod would otherwise have remained 
silent on this point. He furthermore pointed out that this canon, as we 
know it, has been accepted unanimously and without argument. A less 
definite intent “would have created an uproar among the delegates"? 
This debate asks for a continuation: does canon seventeen chiefly give 
a pastoral assurance or a doctrinal answer? In a different context it was 
pointed out that this canon flowed from the doctrine ofthe covenant. Was 
it a missed opportunity that Dordt did not take this point of departure 
for each of the Canons? Jonathan Gerstner calls canon seventeen with 
its emphasis on the covenant the logical inconsistency in the structure of 
the Canons. He also asks whether it is an authoritative thesis that wants 
to present the election of children who die young, or a pastoral passage 
that should offer comfort.'^ 


3. The Baptism of ‘Innocent Babies’ 


The question of the salvation of children who die in their infancy has its 
roots in doctrinal thought about original sin and baptism. At the end of 
the sixteenth century a number of skirmishes occurred, which formed 
the battlefronts of the beginning of the seventeenth century. Huibert 


1 Donald W. Sinnema, The Issue of Reprobation at the Synod of Dordt (1618-1619) 
in Light of the History of this Doctrine (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of St. 
Michael's College, Toronto, 1985; available from University Microfilms International), 
p. 415. 

12 N.H. Gootjes, ‘Can Parents Be Sure? Background and Meaning of Canons of 
Dort 1,17; Clarion. Canadian Reformed Magazine 44 (1995), 464-465, 481-483. Cornelis 
P. Venema takes as his point of departure the Acta in his study, as I do, but leans strongly 
on the article of Gootjes without a study of other sources (“The Election and Salvation of 
the Children of Believers Who Die in Infancy: a Study of Article I/17 of the Canons of 
Dordt; Mid-America Journal of Theology 17 (2006), 57-100). 

13 Cf. W. Verboom, De belijdenis van een gebroken kerk. De Dordtse Leerrregels— 
voorgeschiedenis en theologie (Zoetermeer, 2005), p. 223. 

14 Jonathan N. Gerstner, The Thousand Generation Covenant. Dutch Reformed Cove- 
nant Theology and Group Identity in Colonial South Afrika, 1652-1814 (Leiden 1991), 


pp. 24-29. 
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Duifhuis of Utrecht, for example, taught a conditional predestination. 
Dirk Volkertszoon Coornhert went further and spoke out against the 
doctrine of original sin in his writing. 

The Synod of Middelburg (1581) submitted a number of theses to 
Caspar Coolhaes which were found in his Apology. He was said to teach 
"that all unbelieving children, who die in their infancy are sufficiently 
called by God and therefore belong to God's elected children. For those 
whom God has elected, He also has called? Coolhaes was furthermore 
accused of having written "that he did not know whether the children of 
unbelievers stand outside Christ.” He answered the Synod that he had 
never denied original sin. “I also take it that all those are cursed and 
rejected whom God's Word curses and rejects, that is those who are 
outside Christ"? He clearly did not argue from the doctrine of God's 
counsel. Beside the Bible he thought that only the Apostles Creed had 
authority. Coolhaes was condemned by the Synod of Middelburg (1581). 

A question concerning the form of administration of baptism devel- 
oped around Cornelis Wiggertsz., who denied the teaching in the first 
baptismal question, that is, that our offspring as children of Adam lie 
under God's wrath and curse. Moreover, he taught that the number of 
elect was not fixed, and that faith and love precede election. Although 
the provincial Synod of Alkmaar suspended him in 1594, the States of 
Holland did not submit to this ecclesiastical verdict.!é 

These questions of jurisdiction and doctrine set the tone for the con- 
flict between church and government on the one hand and on the other 
hand between the ecclesiastical persuasions of the Remonstrants and 
Contra-Remonstrants. One example may suffice to demonstrate how 
closely the doctrines of original sin and of predestination are connected. 
Henricus Slatius, a minister, brought a man to the stage who held his child 
up for baptism and who during a conversation with a local preacher said 
that he did not wish to answer the two baptismal questions and explained 
why he would not do so, as follows: 


I am asked if I do not confess: 1. That the children are sanctified in Christ 
and therefore as members of the church ought to be baptised; 2. even 
though they are conceived and born in sin and are therefore subject to 


15 Original texts in J. Kamphuis, Kerkelijke besluitvaardigheid (Groningen, 1970), 
pp. 69-70; cf. H.C. Rogge, Caspar Janszoon Coolhaes, de voorlooper van Arminius en der 
Remonstranten, 2 vols. (Amsterdam 1865-1858), 1: 212. 

16 T.M. Hofman, Eenich Achterdencken. Spanning tussen Kerk en Staat in het gewest 
Holland tussen 1570 en 1620 (Heerenveen, 1997), pp. 180-183; Rogge, Caspar Janszoon 
Coolhaes (see above, n. 15), 2: 197-205. 
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all kinds of miseries and indeed damnation itself ....—What I want to say 
frankly before the whole church is this, the first point you yourself do not 
believe and I do not believe the second one." 


In fact this particular preacher in this conversation, a confessor of the 
doctrine of predestination, allegedly did not believe that every baptised 
person is sanctified in Christ (but the father did, hence he dared to 
speak so frankly). What about the father? “This good man wanted to say 
that he did not believe that innocent children would be the subjects of 
damnation,’ declares the pamphlet writer, the reverend Slatius. 


4. Children of the Covenant 


Jacobus Arminius presented a theological declaration before the States 
of Holland in 1608, five years after having been appointed as Professor 
in Leiden, an appointment which Franciscus Gomarus had opposed as 
he suspected Arminius of heresy. Arminius was prepared to speak out 
after Gomarus refused to be the first one to express his feelings. Having 
been invited by the States of Holland Arminius made his declaration on 
30 October. Less than a year after this he would succumb to tuberculo- 
sis (19 October 1609). His declaration was published by his friends in 
1610 (Leiden, Thomas Basson). Arminius opposed the thought of pre- 
destination as God’s ‘absolute and exact decree’ on specific people, that 
is on those who would be saved through mercy and those who would be 
damned by justice. More specifically a decree on the one hand thought 
as before the Fall, and on the other hand without taking the life (of righ- 
teousness or of sin) of people into consideration. If this was supposed to 
be ‘the doctrine of foreordination, then Arminius opposed it. 

He characterised the point of view he opposed, and particularly the 
one concerning sanctified children who die before the years of discretion, 
as follows: 


for them God comes and bring them by a shorter way into heaven, when 
they trust to belong to the number of elect (who are known to God alone). 
Thus God bestows on them Christ as their Saviour and giving them to 
Christ so that He by his blood and Holy Spirit may save them, without 


17 Henricus Slatius, Bewijs, Dat de Scheur-Predicanten zijn Vrienden ende Toestanders 
van dese Leere: Dat Godt on-mondighe jonge Kinderkens, die in hare onbejaertheyt sterven, 
zelfs des Gheloovighen van eeuwigheyt heeft verworpen, ende in tijde verdoemt (Rotterdam, 
1617), p. 12. 
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actual faith and perseverance in faith, and this he does according to the 
promise of the covenant of grace: I will be a God unto you, and unto your 
seed after you!!® 


This is against the administration of the gospel, Arminius states in point 
eighteen of his declaration: 


because by this [presentation of] predestination it is said that baptism, 
when administered to many little children of the faithful and of members 
of God's covenant, that is the rejected ones, does not seal anything at all and 
is therefore useless (when confronted with God's first and exact intent), 
without any guilt on the part of the innocent infants themselves, to whom 
baptism is administered in obedience to the divine command.!” 


The significance of baptism administered to children of believers weighed 
heavily on Arminius. After his death in 1609 others took up his torch. 

Fourty Arminian minded preachers gathered together in January 1610 
and marked their position with the so called Remonstrance. In it they 
noted the doctrine of election which they had rejected, together with 
the supralapsarian (thinking election apart from the Fall) as well as 
infralapsarian (taking the Fall into account) points of view. The latter 
sentiments were expressed as follows: 


God from eternity wanted to decide to elect some people and reject others. 
He regarded thereby the human race not only as created, but also as fallen 
and depraved in Adam and Eve, our first parents, and therefore the human 
race deserves to be damned. God has determined to redeem and glorify 
people by his grace, to demonstrate his mercy, 'and others, young as well as 
old, indeed, even some children of God's covenant people, who have been 
baptised in Christ's name and who die in their infancy, to leave them in 
their downfall by his righteous verdict, in order to demonstrate his justice; 
indeed, without taking into account conversion and faith in the one, or 
unrepentance and unbelief in the other.?? 


18 G.J. Hoenderdaal, ed., Verklaring van Jacobus Arminius, afgelegd in de vergadering 
van de Staten van Holland op 30 oktober 1608 (Lochem, 1960), pp. 66-67. For Arminius’s 
own opinion of predestination see Verklaring, 104-106; also included in Reformatorica. 
Teksten uit de geschiedenis van het Nederlandse protestantisme, ed. C. Augustijn et al. 
(Zoetermeer, 1996), pp. 116-117. 

19 Hoenderdaal, ed., Verklaring (see above, n. 18), p. 89. 

20 Schriftelicke Conferentie, gehouden in s-Gravenhaghe inden Jare 1611, tusschen som- 
mighe Kercken-dienaren: aengaende de Godlicke Praedestinatie metten aencleven van dien 
(‘s-Gravenhage, 1612), p. 5; Jacobus Trigland, Kerckelycke geschiedenissen begrypende de 
swaere en bekommerlijcke geschillen in de Vereenigde Nederlanden voorgevallen, met der- 
selver beslissinge ende aenmerckingen op de Kerckelycke historie van Johannes VVtenbo- 
gaert (Leiden, 1650), p. 525; vgl. W. van 't Spijker et al., De synode van Dordrecht in 1618 
en 1619 (Houten, 1987), p. 39. 
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The Remonstrants did not mention a source but summarised what 
they found in writings and sermons. One recognises on the one hand the 
words of article sixteen of the Belgic Confession (especially concerning 
the point of God’s mercy and justice). But on the other hand the tenor 
is suggestively concentrated in “young as well as old, indeed even some 
children of God's covenant people, who have been baptised in Christ's 
name and who die in their infancy.” No mention is made ofa rejection on 
the basis of God's good pleasure, but only of remaining in the curse, that is 
to say, ofthe fallen state of humanity. From the painful splinters of infant 
mortality the Remonstrance fused a magnifying glass and held it over the 
questions of suffering parents regarding the doctrine of predestination. 

The Contra-Remonstrants could not remain silent about the election 
of young children. They opposed therefore every uncertainty which 
could possibly arise from a wrong understanding of the doctrine of 
predestination and at the Conference in The Hague on 11 March 1611 
they stated: 


II. That we regard as God's children not only the adults who believe in 
Christ and who walk piously according to the gospel, but also the children 
ofthe covenant, as long as their actions do not demonstrate to the contrary; 
and that therefore believing parents have no reason to doubt the salvation 
of their children when these die in their infancy?! 


Yet, this specific point does not seem to have been extensively discussed 
during March, April, and May 1611 at the Conference in The Hague. It 
does not appear in the Written Conference, the published document of 
material that had been exchanged, in the discussion about the first article 
nor with the accentuation of the aspect of rejection. Did the participants 
follow the instructions of the States of Holland ordered by Johan van 
Oldenbarnevelt “to lay aside all passions, affections, and animosities” in 
order to debate this issue “succinctly and syllogistically"??? Maybe the 
Remonstants consciously refrained at this time from putting pressure on 
this delicate point. 


21 Documenta Reformatoria. Teksten uit de geschiedenis van kerk en theologie in de 
Nederlanden sedert de Hervorming, ed. J.N. Bakhuizen van den Brink et al., 2 vols. 
(Kampen, 1960-1962), 1: 296; G. Brandt, Historie der Reformatie en andere kerkelijke 
geschiedenissen in en omtrent de Nederlanden, 4 vols. (Amsterdam and Rotterdam, 1671- 
1704), 2: 160-161. 

22 Schriftelicke Conferentie (see above, n. 20). See for an analysis the studies of A.D.R. 
Polman, ‘De leer der verwerping van eeuwigheid op de Haagse conferentie van 1611; 
in Ex auditu verbi. Theologische opstellen aangeboden aan prof.dr. G.C. Berkouwer, ed. 
R. Schippers et al. (Kampen 1965), pp. 176-193. 
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5. Ishmael and Esau also? 


Outside the privacy of the doctrinal conference the consequences of 
the doctrine of predestination concerning infants dominated the sen- 
timents. And so, Simon Goulart (1575-1628), preacher of the Wallo- 
nian church in Amsterdam, son and namesake of the famous professor of 
Geneva, came into conflict with his colleague Th. Maurois with his vio- 
lent reaction to his colleagues sermon on absolute election (13 September 
1615).? During the course of the process that led to his dismissal (1616) 
by the consistory of the Reformed Church in Amsterdam, the question 
under consideration arose. Confronting the reproof that he had preached 
against his conscience for thirteen years Goulart said: “I have opposed the 
foolish, audacious and wrong opinion of those who maintain that there 
are little children of believing parents (like Ishmael, son of Abraham, and 
Esau, son of Isaac and Rebecca), who by an absolute decree by God are left 
in their doom and rejected? The ground of such foreordination to con- 
demnation could only be original sin. But was the forgiveness of sin not 
sealed in the circumcision of Ishmael and Esau as it is now in the baptism 
of infants?, Goulart asked. Those who carry the matter to the extent and 
say that there are little children who have not obtained the forgiveness of 
sin, make the Triune God, in whose name they are baptised, a liar. 
Goulart jr. criticised his colleagues' opinions as lacking in clarity: it 
seems sometimes that they suggest that Ishmael and Esau, children of 
believing parents, were hated by God from their infancy; and sometimes 
that all children of believing parents are holy and comprehended in the 
covenant. “But I maintain that neither Ishmael nor Esau, nor some infants 
of believing parents are hated by God and rejected with equal hatred 
as God hates the devils and the condemned". That any other opinion 
was against God's Word and the doctrine of the Reformed Churches, 
was the conviction Goulart wanted to maintain. Therefore, he openly 
opposed "those foolish and audacious opinions of the absolute decree of 
the damnation of infants of believing parents" in his sermon.? Joost van 
den Vondel took up Goulart’s case later on in his cutting poem Decretum 
horrible, Gruwel der verwoestinge (1631) [The Horrors of Destruction]. 


23 D. Nauta et al., eds., Biografisch lexicon voor de geschiedenis van het Nederlands 
Protestantisme (hereafter cited as BLGNP), 6 vols. (Kampen 1978-2006), 3: 143-144. 

24 Ibid. 143-144. 

?5 Brandt, Historie (see above, n. 21), 2: 273. See J.A. Beyerman, ‘Een voorspel der 
Dordtsche synode in de Waalsche Kerk te Amsterdam; Uit de Remonstrantse Broeder- 
schap 26 (1915), 166-179. 
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And would Goulart, pleading where infants cradle stand, 
from Wallonian' gate be kicked, be denied his fatherland?”° 


This sorrow over infant deaths provided an emotional weapon that was 
wielded time and time again in the propaganda of the Remonstrants. A 
pamphlet with the title Trouhertighe vermaninghe aen alle swangere ende 
barende vroutgens [Faithful exhortation to all pregnant and labouring 
women] (1618)7 did the rounds, declaring that according to the opinion 
of the Contra-Remonstrants, it cannot be said with certainty whether any 
young child who died, either before or after baptism, was saved, "or as 
one ordinarily says, they are no little angels in heaven or any babes to 
become one? With quotes from works of Reinier Donteclock, a Contra- 
Remonstrant, or David Pareus and Jerome Zanchius, theologians at 
Heidelberg, the writer tried to show that even the possibility of individual 
rejection undermines the assurance of salvation concerning any infant 
who died in infancy. 

In this situation the discussion about the administration of baptism 
emerged once again. Without reserve, fathers and witnesses should say 
'yes to the questions: "sincerely, decidedly, unfeigned, heartfelt, without 
mental reservation in their heart, or on the contrary, with a quiet, condi- 
tional whisper, or some other secret, hidden inner thought or any other 
such deception, although without downright lying? But in all sincerity 
fathers and witnesses who upheld the doctrine of election should answer: 
“we think, we believe, we hope the best, we trust in it according to the 
nature of love, but whether it is true only our good God knows (not we) 
who from eternity has determined to show his mercy to a few and his 
righteousness to many. Even to twins...." (referring to Zacharius Ursi- 
nus Commentary on the Heidelberg Catechism in the translation of Festus 
Hommius and to Calvin's Institutes 3.23.5)? In this pamphlet we find a 
tried and tested method to convince the reader: quotations of sources, 
in different languages and translations, with examples on the level that 
speak to the suggestive and imaginative mind. And so the discussion 
worked its way from lectern to pulpit, from home to inn. 


?$ J.EM. Sterk et al., eds., De Werken van Vondel. Volledige en geïllustreerde tekstuitgave 
in tien delen, 10 vols. (Amsterdam, 1927-1940), 3: 346-351. 

27 A.Th. van Deursen, Bavianen en slijkgeuzen. Kerk en kerkvolk ten tijde van Maurits 
en Oldebarnevelt, 3rd ed. (Franeker, 1998), pp. 282 f.; Pamphlet Knuttel 2525. 

28 Trouhertighe vermaninghe aen alle swangere ende barende vroutgens (n.p. 1618), 


Pp. 6-7. 
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For example, Henricus Slatius ironically challenged his readers when 
they sorrow and weep for their dead infant to invite the "schismatic 
preachers" as their comforters, claiming that these teach: 


1. By the power of God's decree there are people who from their mothers’ 
womb have truly been delivered up to death and damnation. 2. This does 
not occur on account of some evil works God foresaw within them but by 
virtue of his pleasure. 3. Believers, as well as unbelievers produce depraved 
and damned children because of Adams sin. 4. God drags infants to ruin, 
as he has not chosen them. 5. Indeed, he hates them, rejects them, and 
curses them and that not on account of something they themselves have 
done. 6. Yet, when God does it, he is righteous, whilst it is unrighteous 
when people did such things. 7. For it is the same whether God damns the 
reprobates before or after sin since he has once determined to reprobate 
them.”? 


And so the subject was submitted for discussion to the Provincial Synod 
of Gelderland, AD 1618, held in Arnhem. Preachers from the Classis 
Nijmegen had handed in a memorandum with ten propositions. The 
tenor was that the majority of humanity was damned “from eternity, 
“and inescapably ordered to damnation.” In the first two propositions 
original sin was signalled as basis of condemnation. The third proposi- 
tion reads as follows: 


That among those condemned are innumerable children of believers, who, 
having died in their infancy without having committed any sin, have been 
snatched from their mothers’ breasts and cruelly cast into hellish fire, in 
such way that neither the blood of Christ nor their baptism nor any prayer 
to the Lord can be of any use to them.?? 


It was made crystal clear in the meeting that even if some ministers 
would teach this, it was not the opinion of the Reformed Churches. They 
considered it gruesome and heinous. The person who taught this should 
be reported so that “he might appear before the meeting in order to be 
purged, or confess his sin by conviction” The following of the report 
shows that there was reason to express this so severely. The same kind of 
rumours were also heard from the classis at Bommel: “that our opinion 


?? Slatius, Bewijs (see above, n. 17), p. 10. 

30 Fifteenth session, 24 June 1618, in the afternoon, in J. Reitsma and S.D. van Veen, 
Acta der provinciale en particuliere synoden, gehouden in de Noordelijke Nederlanden 
gedurende de jaren 1572-1620, 9 vols. (Groningen, 1892-1899), 4: 227; Brandt, Historie 
(see above, n. 21) 2: 683-684. Also quoted by Grevinchoven, Thien contra-remonstransche 
positien, voor grouwelijc ende afgrijselijc verklaert in de laetste Geldersche Synode tot 
Arnhem ghehouden; ende in druc uytghegheven tot opweckinge der Remonstranten, om 
vande Synoden noch wat goedts te hopen (Rotterdam, 1618), p. 4. 
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was that the Lord God will eternally torment innumerable infants with 
hellish fire, even those of believers, on account of original sin only, and in 
such a way that these damned children have no more hope of salvation 
than the evil fallen angels"?! By rejecting such extreme positions the 
Provincial Synod hoped to maintain the peace with their Remonstrant 
brethren. 

These first declarations by an ecclesiastical meeting about the “ten 
points” drew much attention.? Nicolaas Grevinchoven devoted a pam- 
phlet to this in which he quoted the position of the Synod of Gelder- 
land point by point and contrasted these with quotes from Contra- 
Remonstrant writers. He commented critically on three theses. On the 
first one, that among the children of believers there were also those who 
were damned (referring to Rom. 9,11 “when the children were not yet 
born ...”). On the second, that according to the Contra-Remonstrants, 
some children of believers who died in infancy were condemned (as 
punishment of guilt for original and inherent sin). The mildest quote, 
illustrating this proposition, was that one may still “have good hope" on 
account of God's promise to Abraham. But as this promise did not apply 
generally (see Ishmael and Esau), “I would" said Grevinchoven, “not go 
as far as to promise to anybody specifically the certainty of salvation? 
On the third thesis, that having received baptism and the prayers of the 
church was no use to these children,” the least severe quote commented 
on this point that "according to the rule of love" infants who (in place of 
confession) are born of believing parents and baptised, may be held for 
regenerated (according to the Contra-Remonstrants at the conference in 
The Hague).* But if it later appears to the contrary, that is, “if the children 
when they grow up show by their evil and godless life that they do not 
have the spirit of regeneration, one may not say that they have lost this, 
but it is a sure sign that they never had it in the first place? A few good 
selected quotes spoke for themselves, apart from the context in which 
they were written. The writer of the pamphlet often did not have to add 
anything. 

The art of polemics is to bring the whole question under one heading. 
Thus, as a plea for the Remonstrants, in a letter of 1618 to Maurice, Prince 


31 Reitsma and Van Veen, Acta (see above, n. 30), 4: 230. 

32 See also Brandt, Historie (see above, n. 21), 2, 682-686, 890-893. 

55 Grevinchoven, Thien contra-remonstransche positien (see above, n. 30), pp. 4-8. 

34 With reference to Schriftelicke Conferentie (see above, n. 20), p. 336. Earlier quoted 
by Henricus Slatius, Bewijs (see above, n. 17), p. 5. 
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of Orange, the opinion of the Contra-Remonstrants was summed up as 
follows: “that God condemns some infants before the age of understand- 
: ng 235 

ing. 


6. Castellio contra Calvin 


In the doctrine of predestination the biblical notion of election "from 
the mothers womb" was discussed. The question then follows: If there is 
also a condemnation from eternity, should this be as specifically worded 
as condemnation "from the mother’s womb?” The Remonstrants quoted 
with horror a line of John Calvin from his Institutes: “God so ordains 
by his plan and will that among men some are born destined for certain 
death from the womb, who glorify his name by their own destruction”? 
This is indeed the conclusion that Calvin drew from Proverbs 16,14 
(“God has made everything for himself, even the wicked for the evil day’, 
which is explained in the margin of the States Bible [Dutch Authorised 
Version] as: “that is: the evil of punishment”). 

In this study we repeatedly came across the expression that “God 
would snatch children from their mothers’ breasts and cast them into 
hell?” Where does this shocking phrase come from? Geerhard Brandt, 
a Remonstrant historian, referred to Calvin, specifically to a few pages 
from his writings against Castellio, where one can find the expression: 
“that God snatches guiltless children from theirs mothers and cast them 
into hell"? This is, in fact, a quote from his polemical work of 1558, The 
Slander of a Certain Windbag against the Teaching of John Calvin about 
Gods hidden providence. Calvin opened with the rendition of a pamphlet 
of which he thought Sebastian Castellio to be the author. He quoted 
fourteen propositions, which were summarised by Castellio from Calvin's 
own writings about predestination, including his commentary on each 
proposition. The thirteenth reads as follows: “From Gods point of view 
we are bound to sin, whilst from our view it is accidental.” Castellio 
argued in his criticism: when the godless person is condemned before he 
acts in a godless way, indeed, even before he exists, and so from eternity, 
and therefore he is bound to sin, he should not have to be pardoned and 


35 Brandt, Historie (see above, n. 21) 2: 957. 

36 With reference to Inst. 3.23.6 in Grevinchoven, Thien contra-remonstransche posi- 
tion (see above, n. 30), p. 4; also to Brandt, Historie (see above, n. 21) 2: 943. 

37 Brandt, Historie (see above, n. 21), 2: 943, with reference to the edition Tractatus 
theologici omnes of J. Stoer (Genéve, 1611), p. 748. 
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judged before the law, something that would go against all human and 
divine laws.?? Calvin reacted furiously: would God be unjust were he to 
involve Adams whole posterity in the guilt of the first sin? 


You deny that God is free to condemn even one mortal being save for his 
crimes. To this day innumerable babes are taken from this life. Show your 
virulence against God who snatches innocent children from their mothers' 
breasts and cast them into eternal death.*° 


Looking at it level-headedly this is certainly not a key sentence in an argu- 
ment concerning election. Calvin defended God's right to judge our orig- 
inal sin. He took the sharpest line by an extreme contrast between God 
in his governing of mortal men and the sudden death of babes. However, 
this is presented, not in the light of predestination, but of original sin as 
real guilt. Still, the drift of this harsh line is the same as the popular ver- 
sion, transmitted by the pamphlets. The variation in the choice of words 
("eternal death,’ or “hellish fire") does not detract from the fact that the 
Reformer of Geneva expressed himself in this manner to Castellio. It was 
Gomarus who called his opponents "Castellios followers" Certainly an 
upsurge of Castellios teaching occurred in the Netherlands, reaching a 
peak in the years 1612-1613, as Guggisberg concluded on the basis of 
contemporary translations.'? 

Calvins Calumniae nebulonis cuiusdam was not translated into Dutch, 
but was accessible to the learned in the Geneva reissue of Tractatus 
omnes theologica (1576, 1597, 1611-1612, 1617). They registered this one 
avenging sentence in plain Dutch, coined as loose change against the 
increasing influence of the Contra-Remonstrants. 


7. The National Synod of Dordrecht 


During the National Synod, convened at Dordrecht, the defendants gave 
their views on the first article, namely, that of divine election, formulated 


38 Calumniae nebulonis cuiusdam quibus odio et invidua gravare conatur est doctrinam 
Ioh. Calvini de occulta Dei providentia, in CO 9: 281. Cf. Hans R. Guggisberg, Sebastian 
Castellio. Humanist und Verteidiger der religiósen Toleranz im konfessionellen Zeitalter 
(Góttingen, 1997), pp. 162-167. 

?? "Exsere nunc tuam virulentiam contra Deum, qui innoxios foetus a matrum uberi- 
bus avulsos in aeternam mortem praecipitat" (CO 9: 312). Augustine also mentions, 
specifically in polemic connection, the different destiny of the child that is baptised to 
the one who died without hope. See A.D.R. Polman, De Predestinatieleer van Augustinus, 
Thomas van Aquino en Calvijn (Franeker, 1936), pp. 152-153. 

40 Guggisberg, Sebastian Castellio (see above, n. 38), pp. 270-277. 
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in ten “articles or principles" (31st session, 13 December 1618). The ninth 
and tenth articles eventually address the subject of children. Number 
nine concerns infants who die young, and reads as follows: 


All the children of believers are sanctified in Christ, so that none of 
them who leave this life before the use of reason will perish. By no 
means, however, are to be considered among the number of the reprobate 
certain children of believers who leave this life in infancy before they have 
committed any actual sin in their own person, so that neither the holy bath 
of baptism nor the prayers of the church for them in any way be profitable 
for their salvation. 


Article ten is subsequently aimed at children as such: 


No children of believers who have been baptised in the name of the Father, 
the Son and the Holy Spirit, living in the state of infancy, are reckoned 
among the reprobate by an absolute decree.*! 


The Synod dealt with the ten propositions. Their mode of operation was 
as follows: The delegates were invited in groups to react to the Remon- 
strant preachers and professors. In groups—according to province, coun- 
try or town of origin. The “verdicts of the foreign theologians” on Article 
one (6-8 March 1619) were called upon first, then the Dutch theologians 
(8 and 11 March), and finally the delegates of the various provinces (11- 
12 March). They also worked by heads, reacting to the five points as for- 
mulated by the Remonstrants at the Conference in The Hague. 

In the 102nd session on 6 March the British delegates spoke out against 
the Remonstrants’ statement that “there is no election of little children 
before the age of reason” This would have been the position of the 
Remonstrants since one cannot speak of foreseen faith with regard to 
babies. Or does God not differentiate between little children, as he 


^! Acta ofte Handelinghen, 1: 159; Brandt, Historie (see above, n. 21) 3: 167. Latin 
version in: Bakhuizen van den Brink, ed., De Nederlandse belijdenisgeschriften (see above, 
n. 6), 290. Moreover, these theses wherein the opinion of the Remonstrants are carefully 
summarised into five main points, with reference to the most important writings have 
been preserved. (D.J. de Groot, ‘Stukken’ (see above, n. 7), pp. 144-163). The point of 
election of children does not appear in the selected material. 

42 Acta ofte Handelinghen, 2: 12. 

^5 Franciscus Gomarus opposed this opinion “There is no election with young chil- 
dren as they have no foreseen faith" as he found it in the writing of Nicolaas Grevinchoven 
(1578-1632), "against [William] Ames, p. 150" (Acta ofte Handelingh, 3: 30). Nicolaas 
Grevinchoven became a fellow-worker of his father, Caspar, preacher at Rotterdam. He 
reacted to William Ames's work De Arminii sententia (1613) with his Dissertatio theo- 
logica de reconciliatione per mortem Christi impetrata omnibus ac singulis hominibus et 
de electione ex fide praevisa (Rotterdam, 1615), translated as Theologische verhandelinghe 
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wants to save them all? Those who are lead into eternal life in time 
are certainly chosen to eternal life from eternity. The number of those 
who would be glorified must be equal to the number of those who 
are predestined, for ^whom he predestined ... them he also glorified" 
(Rom. 8,30). “Those” and so no “others” concluded the British delegates 
with Augustine.“ Scripture presupposes that the names of some little 
children are written in the book of life (“I saw the dead, small and 
great, stand before God" Rev. 20,12) and shall be admitted unto the New 
Jerusalem (Rev. 21,27). "For such is the kingdom of God" (Luke 18,16). 
The conclusion was movingly expressed: Now that so many children 
"go to heaven" to them eternal life is a gift through Jesus Christ (with 
reference to Rom. 6,23). 

The appeal to Jesus’ words in Luke 18,16 (Matth. 19,14, Mark 10,16) 
was repeated by practically all the other delegates. The Swiss added 
1 Cor. 7,14: the children of believers are holy. Their reference to Matth. 
18,10 is unique: it concerns Christs declaration about the little ones 
and the angels in heaven who stand in readiness.? Only the delegates 
from Overijssel called to mind the witness of Jeremiah and Paul about 
"election from the womb" (Jer. 1,5, Gal. 1,15)*° Thus various scriptural 
verses were referred to, and for the first time tabled by the delegates 
of South Holland: Gen. 17,7 (“I will establish my covenant between 
me and thee and they seed after thee"), Matth. 19,13-14 (“Suffer little 
children and forbid them not to come unto me"), Act. 2,39 (“For the 
promise is unto you and to your children") and 1 Cor. 7,14 (concerning 
the holiness of the children of a believer). These support on the one 
hand that there is certainly both election and reprobation among little 


over ... de verzoeninge door de Doodt Christi voor allen ende yeder mensche verworven ... 
van de verkiesinge uyt het voorzien gheloove (n.p., 1615). Amesius responded with Rescrip- 
tio scolastica brevis (Leiden, 1617). With reference to the debate the following writing was 
published anonymously: Theologische verhandelinghe over twee poincten, huydens-daeghs 
in gheschil staande ... tusschen Guilhelmum Amesium ende Nicolaum Grevinchovium 
(Rotterdam, 1615). He was suspended in 1618 (J.P. de Bie and J. Loosjes, Biographisch 
woordenboek van protestantsche godgeleerden in Nederland, 6 vols. (s-Gravenhage, 1919- 
1949), 3:338-342). 

44 The Acta refers to Augustine, De praedestinatione sanctorum, Cap. 27. Intended is 
c. 17(.34), in which the church father emphasises ‘nec alios’: “Quos enim praedestinavit, 
ipsos et vocavit: [...] nec alios, sed quos praedestinavit, vocavit, iustificavit, ipsos et 
glorificavit” (in Augustine, Aux moines d'Adruméte et de Provence, ed. Jean Chéné and 
Jacques Pintard (n.p., 1962), pp. 570-573). 

^5 Acta ofte Handelinghen, 2: 51. 

^6 Acta ofte Handelinghen, 3: 101. 
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children, whilst on the other hand it may be concluded that the chil- 
dren of believing parents, who die in their infancy are elected to salva- 
tion. 

The delegates of Nassau and Wetteravia (an area in Hesse) expressed 
this in an appendix as follows: “Although it is true that God has the right 
to condemn children because of original sin, nevertheless Christian par- 
ents ought not to doubt concerning the salvation of their children, for 
the promise is given to them and their children?" Franciscus Gomarus 
added to this, that it applies to infants before their age of reason "accord- 
ing to the indication of the formula of the covenant,’ the form of admin- 
istration of Baptism. However, when these children have reached the age 
of reason then only those who believe in Christ are to be counted as cho- 
sen.“ 

Of the foreign theologians the delegates of Bremen were the last to 
express their views on this point. The young dr. Walter Balcanquahall, 
who was present on the order of king James of Scotland, remarked in 
one of his letters to Dudley Carleton, the English ambassador: the other 
delegates “had said either nothing of the election and salvation of Infants 
begotten of faithful parents, & dying in their Infancy” (the Palatinate and 
Geneva, as shown by the Acta), or they who indeed had mentioned this 
subject “had determined that faithful parents had no reason to doubt 
it; but might very well for anything they did know hope and persuade 
themselves of it" (as England, Switzerland, and Nassau- Wetteravia). The 
last to take the floor were the Bremen delegates who spoke more boldly 
and, according to Balcanquahall: “the Bremeses did absolutely determine 
that all such Infants dying in their infancy if they were baptised were 
certainly saved, concluding it not only ex judicio charitatis as others had 
done, but ex judicio certitudinis too?” ® Not only out of judgement of love 
but also out of judgement of certainty. 

Was the judgement of Bremen indeed that remarkable? They judged 
that: 


Only children of believers who die before they are able to comprehend 
the doctrine we judge that God loves them out of the same good pleasure 


47 Acta ofte Handelinghen, 2: 57 (session 103, 7 March). Likewise the delegates of South 
Holland (Acta ofte Handelinghen, 3: 49). 

48 Acta ofte Handelinghen, 3: 30. 

4° Dr. Balcanquahall’s Letters from the Synod of Dordt, in Golden Remains of the Mem- 
orable Mr. John Hales, 2nd ed. (London, 1673), pp. 123-124. Apparently the sentences in 
italics meant to recapitulate the spoken quotes. 
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for Christs sake, through Christ, and in Christ, out of which he loves 
the adults and therefore that they also, in the covenantal view, are holy. 


In order to confirm this they are initiated by holy baptism and put on 
Christ.°° 


Then they quoted the chain of scriptural verses: Matth. 19,13-14, Gen. 
17,7, Act. 2,39, and 1 Cor. 7,14. This is indeed the only judgement during 
the Synod that takes as its point of reference God's good pleasure and sees 
the children as being ‘in Christ’ through baptism. 

However, there were also delegates who did mention the aspect of 
reprobation. Professors Johannes Polyander, Antonius Thysius, and An- 
tonius Walaeus opposed the Remonstrants’ opinion at the 107th session 
on 11 March that there is no election and reprobation of little children. 
Against this they stated, (referring to 1 Cor. 7,14, Gal. 1,15, and Eph. 
2,12): 

There is a vast difference in the condition of those children who are 
born of covenant parents, and of other little children who are born of 


parents outside the covenant, since Scripture declares the latter unclean, 
and alienated from Christ and from the covenant of grace.?! 


The children of believers who die in their infancy must be reckoned 
among the elect since God graciously delivers them from this life “before 
they have broken the conditions of his covenant.” What then is the 
conclusion concerning the children of unbelievers “who are outside of 
the church of God”? Not that they are certainly among the reprobates. 
Men ought to leave them to God’s judgement. For “those who are outside, 
God shall judge” (1 Cor. 5,13). 

From the brethren of the province of Utrecht came the following opin- 
ion during the 109th session on 12 March, under the heading ‘Of Elec- 
tion and Reprobation’ That there is definitely an election and reproba- 
tion even of little children must be upheld against the Remonstrants.°* 
The delegation of Utrecht referred firstly to Romans 9,11, "for the chil- 
dren being not yet born, neither having done any good or evil, that the 
purpose of God according to election might stand ....” If there is no 
election of infants then there is also no promise of salvation, nor sal- 
vation for them. Yet, the promise belongs to little children. If election 


5° Acta ofte Handelinghen, 2: 83. 
31 Acta ofte Handelinghen, 3: 21. 
?? Acta ofte Handelinghen, 3: 69. 
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pertains to young children, then so does reprobation. "This is proven by 
the reprobation of Esau, being a little child, not yet born??? After all, 
the apostle uses the example of Esau to prove the general doctrine of 
God's reprobation, in the same way he proves election with the example 
of Jacob.*4 

The delegates from South Holland declared that all little children, by 
reason of original sin, are subject to everlasting condemnation, and that 
reprobation may take place even in the little children of believers who 
live and grow up. But whether reprobation takes place in the case of the 
little ones of believers who die, one should not curiously inquire. There 
are, after all, testimonies in Holy Scripture, which for believing parents 
cut off every reason of doubt concerning the election and salvation of 
their young children. "Therefore they hold that men ought to be at peace 
and satisfied with this" (with reference to the aforementioned chain of 
biblical references).?? 

The brethren “of the landscape of Drenthe” spoke even more boldly 
in the 110th session on 12 March. Their children could have been justly 
reprobated and left in their misery if God used his right. Yet these parents 
may entertain a hope as Scripture does not teach that such children were 
ever reprobated. We read in Scripture precisely of God's tenderness (Gen. 
17,7, Matth. 19,14, Act. 2,39).°° It is also interesting that they added what 
can be said of little children can also be said of adults who from infancy 
have been "outside their mind? Whilst the delegates from Drenthe spoke 
about a "certain hope" for believing parents, they stated just as strongly 
that the little children of unbelieving parents who die in infancy “we 
judge to be reprobated;" with reference to 1 Cor. 7 and Rom. 11.? Yet, 


° Outside the Acta the question which the delegates of Hesse discussed in Decem- 
ber 1618 remained: “An Esau, in sua infantia, antequam actuale peccatum committerat, 
fuerat in numero electorum?" (Judicium fratrum Hassiacorum de declaratione senten- 
tiae Remonstrantium super primo articulo de praedestinatione, exhibitae Synodo 3/13 
Decembris [1618], in Utrecht, Utrechts Archief (Old Synodal Archive), MS 1.5.64. This 
question seems to have been noted at number 9 of the theses under main point 1 of the 
Remonstrance: “Electio incompleta et non peremptoria potest interrumpi ..." (De Groot, 
'"Stukken' (see above, n. 7), p. 150). 

54 Acta ofte Handelinghen, 3: 77. The delegates of Overijssel also referred to Rom. 9 (3: 
101). Likewise those of the province of Drenthe (3: 101). 

°° Acta ofte Handelinghen, 3: 49. 

°° Acta ofte Handelinghen, 3: 120 (art. 18-19). 

57 With this the opposed doctrine is defeated, to wit, that the heathen who use the 
good light of reason is saved and that nobody is damned on account of original sin (Acta 
ofte Handelinghen, 3: 120). 
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Polyander, Thysius, and Walaeus had already said that such children 
should be left to God's judgement for "those who are outside, God shall 
judge" (1 Cor. 5,13). 

From the official Acta the following picture emerges. The delegates of 
the foreign churches, the professors of theology, and the Dutch represen- 
tatives agreed with the following: 


a. All children of men are subject to judgement by reason of original 
sin. God would indeed be in the right if he were to damn all. 

b. There is certainly an election and reprobation even among little 
children (who die in their infancy before the age of reason). 

c. On the basis of God's promises in Scripture children are compre- 
hended in the covenant and are sanctified in Christ. They ought 
therefore to be regarded as chosen and as saved in heaven. There 
is no reason why believing parents should doubt this. 


Only the following difference of emphasis among the delegates is dis- 
closed in the Acta. 


d. Whether the little children of unbelievers who die in their infancy 
ought to be reckoned among the reprobates (Drenthe) or that one 
ought to leave such judgement to God (Polyander, Thysius, Wa- 
leus). 


The difference between a judgement of love or of certainty (Bremen), 
noted by Balcanquahall, is not found in that way in the Acta. The phrase 
on reassurance ex judicio charitatis was only found in pamphlets of the 
Remonstrants. 

It is noticeable that the deduction of eternal reprobation was made 
only once from the example of Esau (Utrecht). Only the delegates of 
South Holland pointed out that even in the children of believing parents 
signs of reprobation may become clear later, during their lives, whilst they 
grow up. The published acts of the Synod show an almost complete una- 
nimity. The question that next concerns us is whether this is confirmed 
by underlying documents. 


8. The Draft of Article Seventeen 


Originally Bogerman, the president, planned to draft the Canons him- 
self on the basis of the judicia. But soon a committee of editors was 
formed around him. In this volume Sinnema produces an overview 
of numerous documents, which give insight into the work and devel- 
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opment of the Canons. He had earlier made a sketch of the develop- 
ment of canon seventeen, on which I continue to build in the study 
below.°8 

In Bogermans draft versions of Article one, a thesis about the salvation 
of young children who die in their infancy was missing, as it was in 
the draft, which was dictated to the delegates on the 22 March 1619. 
This caused the delegates of Overijssel to pose the question whether the 
election of young children of the covenant should not be mentioned 
for the comfort of believers.” According to the Acta on 12 March the 
delegates of Overijssel had especially spoken about the biblical verses 
such as Genesis 17,7 and Romans 9,11, particularly on election from the 
womb. Thereafter the Synod, as has been mentioned before, chose its 
own method of working and called a committee of editors. When they 
submitted their first draft such a passage was again missing (28 March). 
The Swiss delegates reacted to this. In his notes on the Synod Johannes 
Breitinger, chairman of the Swiss delegation, noted on Bogermans draft 
of 2 April 1619: 


It surprises us that nothing has been stated or explained about the elec- 
tion and reprobation of children. It appears to us that we need to take par- 
ticularly into account the viciousness wherewith the Remonstrants make 
the orthodox doctrine of Predestination hated by expectant women. Truly, 
there is hardly anything (according to experience) that can touch the par- 
ents, especially the female gender, more painfully—in both respects—then 
when they listen to discussions about the salvation or reprobation of their 
little one. Therefore, those who, perhaps on good grounds, give room for a 
moderate and clear canon, do not give bad advice, as it will not only com- 
bat the doubt of believing parents regarding their children but also the 
viciousness of their opponents. 


And sure enough the committee of editors formulated a text on the 
salvation of children who die in infancy. This text has been preserved 


** Donald Sinnema, “The Drafting of the Canons of Dordt: A Preliminary Survey 
of Early Drafts and Related Documents, elsewhere in this volume; id., The Issue of 
Reprobation (see above, n. 11), pp. 412-413. 

5 Caspar Sibelius, Dordrecht, Dordrechts Archief, MS 1113, sub March 12/22 (1619). 

60 See Zentralbibliothek Zürich ms B235, fol. 242". With thanks to Donald Sinnema 
who showed me the original text. In the 103rd session of 7 March 1619 the Swiss 
delegation had stated: we cannot deny that God mercifully loves those that are not 
yet born or whether He hates them without punishment, that there is an election or 
reprobation among the children as is among the adults. They referred to 1 Cor. 7,14 and, 
surprisingly, to Mat. 18,10 (Acta ofte Handelinghen, 2: 51). 
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in Johannes Polyander's handwriting.®’ Additions in the left margin and 
deletions in the text as well as in the margins show how the committee 
debated and how the text was polished. The first version to note sounded 
as follows: 


Etsi Deus proprie novit qui sunt sui, 2 Tim. 2.19, tamen cum Scriptura dicat 
1 Cor. 7.14 liberos fidelium esse sanctos, non quidem natura, sed beneficio 
foederis gratuiti in quo illi cum parentibus comprehendentur, pii parentes 
de electione et salute suorum liberorum quos Deus in infantia ex hac vita 
evocat, dibutare non debent (although, in fact, only God knows "them that 
are his" (2 Tim. 2,19), Holy Scripture states in 1 Cor. 7,14 that the children 
of believers are sanctified, not by nature, but by virtue of the covenant 
of grace in which they are comprehended with their parents. Therefore 
godfearing parents ought not to doubt the election and salvation of their 
children who are taken out of this life by God in their infancy.) 


Words that were added in the manuscript above or under the sentence are 
here (and further) printed in italics. Added to the text, which referred to 
2 Tim. 2,19, but later crossed out, was the following conclusion, originally 
written in the margin: 


et de occulto ipsius iudicio nobis non sit scrutandum, (and we ought not 
to search his hidden counsel), 


but this was also deleted. Originally the article continued with the sen- 
tence (to follow "dubitare non debent"): 


sed credere ab eos ex vi promissionis foederalis pertinere regnum coelorum 
(but to believe that they by virtue of the power of the covenant promise 
inherit the kingdom of heaven). 


This line was also scratched out in the manuscript. Added to the closure 
ofthe draft article was yet another sentence, which was later incorporated 
in the closing statement of the Canons: 


Tantum abest ut opiniari debeant nonnullos ab uberibus matrum abripi 
et in gehennae damnationem aeternam (praecipitari). (It is not true that 
it must be accepted that several are snatched from their mothers’ breasts 
and (cast) into hell.) 


The word nonnullos was changed in the manuscript to ex iis aliquos. In 
the end the committee decided to scrap the complete sentence from the 
draft. However, it was allocated a place in the ‘conclusion at the end 


9! Utrecht, Utrechts Archief, Old Synodal Archive, part 5.18. Sinnema tried to render 
the manuscript just in one text by adding the margins and copying the deleted and 
scrapped sentences (The Issue of Reprobation (see above, n. 11), p. 413). 
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of the Canons. The hand-written draft finished with the sentence that 
eventually became the opening line of Canon seventeen: 


Quandoquidem de voluntate Dei ex verbo ipsius nobis est judicandum, 
quod testatur Gen. 17,7, Act. 2,39, 1Cor. 7,14 ... (Since we are to judge of 
the will of God from his Word which testifies in Gen. 17,7, Act. 2,39, 1 Cor. 
7.14 ...) 


Although a mark of reference is missing in the manuscript it is clear that 
this opening sentence must be linked to the place where the first draft has 
"1 Cor. 7,14" —in the manuscript exactly at the beginning of the second 
line of the draft (although the first line of the first draft was not crossed 
out). 

The annotations from the hand of Polyander are not dated. We can 
confirm, however, that they go backto the first draft made by the commit- 
tee of editors, and dictated on Thursday 28 March to the meeting (Arti- 
cles one and two). Thereafter the delegates could submit amendments 
to the committee. On Monday 8 April the committee of editors dictated 
a second version of Articles one and two. An unpublished manuscript 
gives insight in the sequence of events. Under the title 'Observationes in 
articulos et canones de electione et reprobatione ex totius Synodi judiciis 
collectae 8 Aprilis 1619' at the end of the notes on Article one the for us 
well known canon seventeen is written.” The only correction is the dele- 
tion of the three references (Gen. 17,7, Act. 2,39, 1 Cor. 7,14) in the main 
text, which are now moved to the margin. Written above it is the follow- 
ing: “this will be added before the last article, to wit, the eighteenth.” After 
that the delegates were given a third opportunity to submit amendments 
to the committee so that they could formulate the final text. 

Polyander’s hand-written notes relate to the committee's first draft of 
canon seventeen and the submitted amendments. Could we still further 
analyse the notes? The delegates of the Palatinate had written: ^We would 
like to keep the wording as earlier submitted by us in tact, as it is certain 
of God's will from his Word that ‘they are not all Israel, which are of Israel’ 
[Rom. 9,6]. There [sc. in the first draft, EAdB] is nothing explained about 


6&2 "Interfecatur ante ultimum articulum nempe 18. Sic Articulus hac ratione fiat 18? 


The text is: Quandoquidem de voluntate Dei ex Verbo ipsius nobis est iudicandum, quod 
testatur [Gen. 17,7; Act. 2,39; 1 Cor. 7,14] liberos fidelium esse sanctos, non quidem 
natura, sed beneficio foederis gratuiti in quo illi cum parentibus comprehenduntur, pii 
parentes de electione et salute suorum liberorum quos Deus in infantia ex hac vita evocat, 
dubitare non debent (Utrecht, Utrechts Archief, Old Synodal Archive, MS 1.5.19). 
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the first cause, but the order of the second causes is the end"? Apparently 
the theologians from the Palatinate reacted in that spirit to the first draft 
(they had not spoken out in the meeting with a judicium). The committee 
did not bow to the wishes of the Palatinate.?* The second draft is almost 
the same as the accepted text. The third version was submitted to the 
meeting, again without amendments, now as canon seventeen (without 
references in the margin). There were no further amendments in the text 
in the third round. On Tuesday the 16th of April 1619 all members of 
the National Synod accepted Article one with eighteen Canons. Whilst 
the Acta shows hardly any dissent the archives reveal some discussions 
on the following points: 


- A proposed opening sentence was inserted at the acknowledgement 
that “only God knoweth them that are his (2 Tim. 2,19)”. Was this 
the contribution of the Palatinate? This sentence could have been 
dictated to the Synod in the first draft version but scrapped later. 

- The addition of “and we ought not to search the hidden counsel” 
could have been scrapped by the committee during the formulation 
of the first draft. 

- It may be possible that the committee added to “not doubt”: “but 
to believe that they—in virtue of the covenant of grace—inherit the 
kingdom of heaven". Would this have been regarded as superfluous 
Or as too certain? 

- The final opening sentence seemed to have been added later ("Since 
we are to judge of the will of God from his Word, of which Gen. 
17,7, Act. 2,39 and 1 Cor. 7,14 testifies ...”). 


In retrospect it cannot be confirmed who put forward which part of 
the sentence. The greater part of the discussions that remained outside 
the official Acta concerned the point made by the Palatinate and is 
possibly preserved in the first opening sentence with reference to 2 Tim. 
2,19. 


6 "Ad Art. I. Art. XVIII. Mallemus formulam a nobis prius exhibitam integram 
retineri; quia de voluntate Dei ex verbo constat, non omnes qui ex Israéle sunt esse Israél. 
Illic autem de causa prima nihil definitur, sed in ordine causarum secundarum subsistitur. 
In rejectaneis can. 2 probari videtur terminus peremptoria electionis" (Monita postrema 
Theologorum Palatinorum; Utrecht, Utrechts Archief, Oud Synodal Archive, MS 1.5.16). 

64 Likewise Sinnema, The Issue of Reprobation (see above, n. 11), 414 (Utrecht, Utrechts 
Archief, Old Synodal Archive, MS 1.5.15, third document). 
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9. Echoes after Dordt 


After the events of the Synod of Dordrecht the Remonstrants felt forced 
to organise themselves into ecclesiastical independence. However, they 
were forbidden to meet. To encourage them an anonymous letter, ‘A 
solace to the Remonstrant churches concerning the exile of her preach- 
ers, was formulated, printed, and published (in 1619). Geerhard Brandt 
mentioned that this happened shortly after the Canons with their verdict 
against the Remonstrants had been published. In this letter of consolation 
the doctrine ofthe Canons was notably expressed as follows: "that the sins 
of not all the children of believers are actually forgiven in Holy Baptism, 
nor that their adoption by God is sealed, but only those who are chosen 
among the children.” With the conclusion that through this "God's hon- 
our is highly slandered, the sacraments frustrated, prayers made power- 
less, carnal carelessness fed, causing some to despair of salvation? Espe- 
cially regarding the little children who die young, we recognise the argu- 
ment of the efficacy of the Sacrament and prayers, mentioned already by 
Arminius. And so it was repeated, also after having been acquainted with 
canon seventeen. The ‘letter of solace’ appealed directly to the parents and 
consciously binding it to the choice of words of canon seventeen: "And 
what comfort could you have, dear fathers and mothers, from the Bap- 
tism of your children since you cannot be assured whether your child is 
chosen, and only (as the Contra-Remonstrants say) can judge according 
to the nature of love that they are adopted as children in Baptism”. 

Another example is a pamphlet from Hendrik Slatius, preacher at 
Bleiswijk.© It was actually distributed by Rev. Romanus at Goedereede on 
the island of Goeree. In his sermon he used the same popular argument: 
^O, ye women, think of thy innocent children, when they die young!" A 
variation on the theme is the suggestion that it is a ridiculous thought to 
have to consider when twins are expected whether God hates one of the 
two children.$é 

Even after the enacting of the doctrines and thus also of canon sev- 
enteen, the popular myth only gradually faded. Rev. Samuel Bartholdi 
from Monnikendam received a reproach in 1620 from a member of the 
church “that apparently at the Synod of Dordrecht the decision was made 


$5 Brandt, Historie (see above, n. 21), 3: 773-775. He mentions van Baerle (Barlaeus), 
vice-president of the Theological College at Leiden (1585-1648), being probably the 
author. 

$6 Van Deursen, Bavianen en slijkgeuzen (see above, n. 27), pp. 283-284. 
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that young children are damned? Surely, no human being would believe 
such repugnant doctrine? Paschier de Fijne, a Remonstrant preacher, 
who was called “the little Icebird" (as he had preached in winter whilst 
sledging) wrote in 1625 that the Synod had not actually acknowledged 
that all infants of believing parents who died in infancy were saved, 
but that Article one, canon seventeen, used ambiguous language. About 
infants of unbelieving parents who die in their infancy the Synod had 
remained strictly silent. Against this De Fijne argued that several Contra- 
Remonstrants acknowledged in their books that not all children who die 
young are saved, not even those of believing parents. In the context of 
Head one, article fifteen, only one conclusion can be drawn from this— 
according to the doctrine of the Synod that some innocent little ones, 
who die in their infancy are eternally damned. “Is this not ascribing to a 
most merciful God the most cruel tyranny?” was his rhetorical conclud- 
ing sentence.® 

The following presentation, eventually poetically stamped into collec- 
tive memory, can be found in Joost van den Vondels publication Decre- 
tum horribile. Gruwel der verwoestinge [Gruesome destruction], pub- 
lished in 1631. 


God snatches the guiltless from mothers' breasts 
casting them into hellish fire, 
Oh, open grave! Oh wretched mire!9? 


And in the words of a mother with new born twins: 


When an exhausted brain earnestly imagines: 

What does it matter that I brought forth twins? 

Bothe are by baptism washed and cleansed 

In Christ's precious blood, that costly sacrifice. 

They doubt, which one of two will in the end be damned? 
They comfort us with doctrine of horrors in disguise. 


Offering comfort is indeed one of the intentions of canon seventeen, 
intended as ‘principle in preaching? That it could be “a doctrine of 


67 Van Deursen, Bavianen en slijkgeuzen (see above, n. 27), p. 295; id., Mensen van 
klein vermogen (see above, n. 9), p. 308. 

$85 Kort en grondig bericht voor alle eenvoudige en Godt-lievende menschen om haer van 
de leere, die in den Dordsche Synode gearresteert is, ende van de contra-Remonstranten 
gedreven wort, een afschrik te doen hebben (1625), in: Verzameling der tractaaten van Pass- 
chier de Fijne, vol. 2, ed. Daniel Tilenus (Amsterdam, 1736). Prof.em. J. Kamphuis (Om- 
men) alerted me to the unique personality of Passchier de Fijne (see: BLGNP 3: 125-126). 

© Reformatorica. Teksten uit de geschiedenis van het Nederlands protestantisme, ed. 
C. Augustijn et al. (Zoetermeer, 1996), p. 129. 
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horrors in disguise" is a spearhead in the Remonstrants criticism to the 
outcome of Dordt. Supralapsarianism did indeed not win, but rather an 
interpretation of the doctrine of Predestination that starts on earth with 
the history of God's salvation. Against the background of the doctrinal 
point under consideration it sounds ironical when in an open letter 
of 1618 to Prince Maurice this characterisation of the situation in the 
Netherlands can be read: 


Now we struggle, like the twins Jacob and Esau, in the womb of our father- 
land and begrudge one another the first birth, that is, having religious 
meetings which we could maintain both, and in maintaining both, pre- 
serve the country.” 


10. The Covenant of Grace 


Is the aim of this special canon, incorporated in the Canons of Dordt I 
as number seventeen, to offer a positive answer to the agonising question 
concerning the election of children dying in infancy or does it especially 
address the comfort of parents (thus deflecting the attention from God’s 
decree)? That was the question during a recent discussion about the 
meaning of the canon. The high level of agreement between the native 
and foreign delegates, which can be deduced from the Acta, concerned 
the children of believing parents who died in infancy (and less with 
regard to unbelievers). 


(a) Sinnema points out rightly the wish of the delegates of the Palatinate 
to add the note that Rom. 9,6 “for they are not all Israel, which are 
of Israel.” It is true that the committee at that time had not submitted 
this proposal to the Synod. With this a further declaration about the 
prima causa was still outstanding. God's will or his good pleasure from 
eternity as the deepest ground of his choice remained unexpressed with 
this canon. At the same time God's will is presumed, when it is a matter 
of "election and salvation of their children" (while not ‘de electione but 
‘et salute’ was added in the manuscript). The concept of ‘election’ points 
implicitly back to the definition of canon seven. Moreover, the voluntas 
Dei is definitely drawn on, namely in the opening sentence: “Since we 
are to judge of the will of God from his Word.” By beginning with God's 
Word and not God's eternal counsel canon seventeen is linked to the 


7 Brandt, Historie (see above, n. 21), 2: 961. Caspar Barlaeus, vice-president of the 
Theological College in Leiden, is mentioned as the author. 
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emphasis on the Holy Scripture as the source of declaring "the good 
pleasure, purpose, and counsel of the divine will” (canon eight) and the 
assurance pointed out in the Word (canon twelve). 


(b) A reference to Rom. 9,6 in the text of the canon would have empha- 
sised the possibility of reprobation. The Remonstrants kept hammering 
away at the consequences. After canon fifteen, the teaching of reproba- 
tion, this would have been a logical sequence. Yet, the Synod resisted 
any force to this consequence. First to follow was canon sixteen showing 
how people should not be discouraged by the doctrine of reprobation. 
Against this background canon seventeen offers more than reassurance. 
This is a doctrinal response (here Gootjes is right) to a religious ques- 
tion with pastoral intensity (as Sinnema suggests). The Scot Balcanqua- 
hall believed that most people of Dordt were teaching “ex judicio cha- 
ritatis; whilst only a few dared to regard it as “ex judicio certitudinis" 
(Bremen). We noticed that the expression "according to a judgement of 
love" has mostly been used by the Remonstrants in their characterisa- 
tion of the Contra-Remonstrants’ position (Conference in The Hague; 
Slatius/!). Against this, the delegates of Drenthe used the expression “a 
certain hope" for believing parents.” 


(c) The delegates of the Palatinate noticed also that in the proposed canon 
only the causae secundae of God's election were mentioned. Such ‘causes 
of the second order' are, for example, being born of believing parents 
and baptism (which is implied by mentioning the covenant of grace). It 
is possible that baptism (and the prayers of the church) was not explicitly 
mentioned because the Remonstrants specifically laboured this point. 
This takes us to the last part. 


(d) Is the criticism expressed by Verboom then truly justified? "It is one of 
the few times that the idea ofthe covenant is used in the Canons. Had this 
happened more then the balance between covenant and election would 
have been made clearer"? Directly after the reading of Bogermans draft, 


71 Slatius, Bewijs (see above, n. 17), p. 11. 

72 Acta ofte Handelinghen, 3: 120. The theme was treated again by Herman Witsius 
(1636-1708) in his De efficacia et utilitate baptismi in electis foederatorum parentum 
infantibus (Utrecht, 1693). Cf. the English translation with introduction by J. Mark Beach, 
which was recently published in Mid-America Journal of Theology 17 (2006), 121-190. 

73 Verboom, De belijdenis van een gebroken kerk (see above, n. 13), p. 223. Cf. also 
C. Graafland: “The election is here presented in the sphere of the covenant of grace and 
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in which such a canon was missing, those who represented Overijssel 
asked whether the election of little children of the covenant should not 
be regarded as comfort to the believers. This shows how easily canon 
seventeen could been articulated against the background of the valid 
form of the administration of Baptism (since 1574 the short version of 
Petrus Datheen) and the Lord's days 26-27 in the Heidelberg Catechism. 
With this the wind was taken out of the sails of the Remonstrants’ 
reference to baptism and prayers of the church. ‘Covenant’ implies after 
all the administration of baptism and prayer. It implies the parents and 
the Christian community. It is anachronistic to demand a formulation of 
the Canons from the thought of the covenant, as if especially election as 
absolute decree was not disputed. The foundation of God's good pleasure 
builds a firm foundation for a doctrine of the covenant. And so we do 
justice to God's will to establish a covenant with men, and in that way to 
give form to his electing love, and to provide room for a human answer. 
Canon seventeen shows how the doctrine of the covenant, incorporated 
inthe formula of administration of baptism, came to mind when the draft 
for discussion on this subject was formulated in Synod. 

Our time struggles more with the unimaginable thought that a child in 
general could possibly not be saved. A general reconciliation is assumed 
at least for little children: (a) seeing them as guiltless, (b) seeing them 
from a general love of God the Father. No room is left for a divine 
judgement of which human beings cannot understand nor endorse the 
deepest ground. This train of thought asks for a confrontation with the 
material about which Calvin and Castellio differed in insight on the 
subject of Providence, especially whether God has the right to leave man 
guilty because of his fallen state alone. The Canons take their departure 
froman affirmative answer to this basic question, and arrive subsequently 
at illustrating the manner of God's electing love towards us humans. 


more or less compared to, in this sense that election is stretched to the covenant"; Van 
Calvijn tot Barth. Oorsprong en ontwikkeling van de leer der verkiezing in het Gereformeerd 
Protestantisme (Zoetermeer, 1987), p. 149. But also: “It is truly striking that D.L. hardly 
talks about the covenant. It only appears in L17 with reference to children who have died 
young, without explicitly being placed in a theological connection with election" (ibid., 
pp. 160-161). 


THE DRAFTING OF THE CANONS OF DORDT: 
A PRELIMINARY SURVEY OF EARLY DRAFTS AND 
RELATED DOCUMENTS 


DONALD SINNEMA 


Introduction 


Little is known about the three week period in March-April 1619 when 
the Canons of Dordt were drafted or about the drafting process itself. 
The Canons were drafted by a committee that kept no minutes, and the 
Acta of the Synod are also silent on this period since there were no public 
sessions. 

Nevertheless, over one hundred archival documents relating to the 
drafting of the Canons have been preserved in various archives in the 
Netherlands, Switzerland, and England. These materials include several 
drafts of the Canons, amendment suggestions on some of these drafts by 
the various delegations at the Synod, and a variety of drafting committee 
documents. These documents have never been gathered into a collec- 
tion, many have not been precisely identified, few have ever been tran- 
scribed from the original Latin, and they have certainly not been care- 
fully studied. Since these were working documents, preliminary to the 
final Canons, they were never considered part of the official autographa 
of the Synod and were not included in the published Acta. 

As far as I am aware, there are five main repositories of archival 
documents relating to the drafting of the Canons: 


1. The Oud Synodaal Archief, now housed in the Utrechts Archief in 
Utrecht, contains the autographa of the Synod, seventeen volumes 
of official documents, but it also contains Volume 5, an unorganized 
collection of unofficial synodical papers that are not well identified.! 


! H.Q. Janssen, Catalogus van het Oud Synodaal Archief (s-Gravenhage, 1878), 
pp. 11-16; A. Fris, Inventaris van de Archieven behorend tot het ‘Oud Synodaal Archief? 
van de Nederlandse Hervormde Kerk, 1566-1816 (s-Gravenhage, 1991), pp. 8-17. Cf. 
H.H. Kuyper, De Post-Acta of Nahandelingen van de Nationale Synode van Dordrecht 
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Among these documents are early drafts of the Canons by president 
Bogerman, amendment suggestions by various delegations, and a 
variety of drafting committee documents. 

2. The journal of Casparus Sibelius, a minister delegate from Overi- 
jssel, is housed in the Stadsarchief in Dordrecht.” Sibelius included 
Bogermans dictated draft of the Canons on Articles I and II, the 
first committee draft of the Canons on all Five Articles, Overijs- 
sel amendment suggestions to this committee draft, and two early 
drafts of the Conclusion. It is significant that this copy of the first 
committee draft became Sibeliuss working copy; on this draft he 
wrote in later amendments as the Canons developed through later 
drafts to its final form. 

3. The Archives Tronchin, housed in the Musée Historique dela Réfor- 
mation in Geneva, include papers of the Genevan delegate Theo- 
dore Tronchin. Among these are Tronchins detailed journal of 
events at the Synod, as well as his copies of various synodical docu- 
ments. Volume 18 contains copies of Bogermans dictated draft, the 
first committee draft, committee amendments for the second com- 
mittee draft, for the third committee draft, and for the final Canons, 
and Genevan amendment suggestions to the various drafts. 

4. The Zentralbibliothek Zürich holds several manuscript volumes of 
materials on the Synod of Dordt, including papers of the Swiss 
delegate Johannes J. Breitinger and his journal on the sessions.* 
Among these papers are copies of Bogermans dictated draft, Swiss 
amendment suggestions to Bogermans draft, to the first committee 
draft, and to the second committee draft. 


in 1618 en 1619 Gehouden (Amsterdam, [1899]), pp. 500-512. Hereafter I cite the Oud 
Synodaal Archief as OSA, and for reference to specific items I follow the numbering of 
Fris. 

? Casparus Sibelius, Annotationes ad Synodum Dordracenam; Dordrecht, Stads- 
archief, MS 1113 (hereafter cited as Sibelius). 

3 Frédéric Gardy, ed., Catalogue de la Partie des Archives Tronchin Acquise par la 
Société du Musée Historique de la Réformation (Geneva, 1946), p. 58. Hereafter I cite 
the Archives Tronchin as Tronchin. I thank Nicolas Fornerod for providing me with 
photocopies. 

^ Zentralbibliothek Zürich, MSS A108-112, B235, G2, J241, and S309, contain mate- 
rials on the Synod of Dordt. Hereafter I cite Breitinger’s journal in B235 as Breitinger; the 
other manuscripts I cite as Zurich. The Staatsarchiv Zürich also has manuscript volumes 
on the synod, EII5, EII389, EII442, and EI1.6b. 
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5. Ihe Samuel Ward Papers at Sidney Sussex College, Cambridge, 
contain papers of Ward when he was a British delegate at the Synod.° 
Volumes L2 and L3 include several early British drafts of the various 
Articles, Bogermans dictated draft, the first committee draft, the 
second committee draft of Article II, suggestions of the British 
delegation to the various drafts, and copies of some of the lists of 
drafting committee amendments. 


Few scholars have ever examined these manuscript materials relating to 
the formation of the Canons. Back in 1899 H.H. Kuyper described the 
background of OSA, volume 5, which contains many of the significant 
documents; this volume of manuscripts was probably preserved among 
president Bogermans papers. 

In 1912 Klaas Dijk was aware of some of the manuscripts, but he 
did little with them, except for those relating to the Conclusion of the 
Canons. He told the story of the hard sayings issue in the Conclusion, 
and he published the advice of some of the delegations on this issue and 
the Conclusions two early drafts.’ 

The only attempt to gather some of the documents relating to the 
Canons—the most significant ones—was done in 1937 by D.J. de Groot 
in an article, "Stukken met betrekking tot de opstelling der Dordtsche 
Canones?” In this article De Groot published the following items from 
Sibeliuss journal and OSA, volume 5: (a) the Articuli, a collection of 
theses summarizing Remonstrant views, (b) Bogermans dictated draft 
of the Canons on Articles I and II, (c) an early draft of Article III/IV (the 
positive section), (d) the first committee draft of all Five Articles, and (e) 
two early drafts of the Conclusion. While De Groot was aware of other 
documents relating to the Canons, he did not identify them or include 
them in his collection. 

In my own unpublished Ph.D. dissertation of 1985, on the issue of 
reprobation at the Synod of Dordt, I identified some of the early drafts 
(five drafts on Article I) and amendment documents, but I used them 


5 On this collection, see Margo Todd, "Ihe Samuel Ward Papers at Sidney Sussex 
College, Cambridge; Transactions of the Cambridge Bibliographical Society 8 (1985), 582- 
592. Hereafter I cite the Ward papers as Ward. I thank Anthony Milton for providing me 
with photocopies. 

$ Kuyper, Post-Acta (see above, n. 1), pp. 3, 64-65. 

7 Klaas Dijk, De strijd over infra- en supralapsarisme in de gereformeerde kerken van 
Nederland (Kampen, 1912), pp. 174, 187-205 (hereafter cited as Dijk). 

* Bijdragen en Mededeelingen van het Historisch Genootschap (gevestigd te Utrecht) 59 
(1937), 134-210 (hereafter cited as De Groot). 
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only insofar as they related to my topic? My own exploration of these 
documents began in the spring of 1981, when I spent several weeks 
gathering materials for my dissertation from the Oud Synodaal Archief, 
then housed in Den Haag. The curator Dr. J.P. van Dooren graciously 
provided me with photocopies of any archival materials I wished from 
the volumes of the autographa of the Synod and from volume 5. A year 
later back in Toronto, on the night of 29 June 1982 I had the photocopies 
of items from volume 5 spread out on my living room floor, and it struck 
me that here were several early drafts of the Canons, and a variety of 
amendment suggestions on some of these drafts by various delegations 
at the Synod. By comparing them, I was able to plot their chronological 
sequence. 

Anthony Milton tells me that in 1993 he had a similar moment of 
illumination, when he was sifting through xeroxes of the Samuel Ward 
Papers. In his recent book on the British delegation and the Synod of 
Dordt, he announced his plan to prepare a further volume on The Genesis 
of the Canons of Dort. 


Preliminary Documents 


Although this article does not focus on preliminary documents, it is 
worth identifying the key documents that were used in preparing the 
Canons. 

For the Rejection of Errors sections of the Canons, especially impor- 
tant is the Articuli, a set of theses summarizing the Remonstrant posi- 
tion on the Five Articles.!! These were based on published writings of 
the Remonstrants as well as on the Sententiae that they had submitted 
to the Synod on each Article. The Articuli were dictated to the Synod by 
president Bogerman in four sessions between 8 January and 25 February. 


? Donald Sinnema, "Ihe Issue of Reprobation at the Synod of Dort (1618-1619) 
in Light of the History of this Doctrine; unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of 
St. Michael's College, Toronto, 1985 (available from University Microfilms International 
(UMI), order no. 8809164), pp. 391-419. 

10 Anthony Milton, ed., The British Delegation and the Synod of Dort (1618-1619) 
(Woodbridge, 2005), pp. xi, xliv, lviii, 296 (hereafter cited as Milton). 

11 The full title is, Articuli pertinentes ad pleniorem explicationem sententiae Remon- 
strantium: The final version ofthe Articuli is preserved in OSA, vol. 5, pp. 569-582, and in 
Zurich G2, pp. 757-784. It has been published in De Groot, pp. 144-163. On the context 
of the Articuli see my dissertation (see above, n. 9), pp. 250-253, 338-341. 
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For the positive articles of the Canons, the most significant resources 
were the judicia or suffrages of the nineteen Dutch and foreign delega- 
tions at the Synod. Each delegation prepared separate judicia on each of 
the Five Articles, and these were read to the Synod in closed session in 
the period from 6 to 21 March. They are all published in the synodical 
Acta. ? 

Since there was a lot of repetition among the many judicia, the first 
synodical assessor Hermannus Faukelius drew up a tabula or compen- 
dium extracted from the judicia.? While this document must have been 
very useful in preparing the Canons, its influence is not possible to assess, 
since it is no longer extant. 


The Bogerman Drafts of Articles I and II 


After the reading ofthe judicia was finished in the afternoon of 21 March, 
the Synod was ready to start preparing the Canons, its official response 
to Remonstrant views. At the end of that session, president Bogerman 
observed that he saw great harmony in the various judicia, and he noted 
that the States General expected a synodical judgment to be ready by 
Easter (31 March). For this purpose Bogerman announced that he had a 
draft of the Canons ready. He advised that each delegation should send 
one person the next morning to copy the Canons he would dictate. As 
he viewed the process, these persons would then bring the Canons to 
their own delegation to consult about what should be added, deleted, or 
changed. Their suggestions would then be forwarded to the president and 
assessors, who would make any changes and refer the results back to the 
Synod for approval.! 

In the morning of the next day, Friday, 22 March, Bogerman offered 
various recommendations on the format and style of the Canons. He 
advised that there should be a preface, a doctrinal section presenting the 
true view and rejecting the false, and a conclusion. The Canons should 
be set forth simply for the instruction of the churches; they should not 


12 The original judicia of the foreign and Dutch delegations are preserved in OSA, 
vol. 37(B). They are published in the Acta Synodi Nationalis, ... Dordrechti habitae 
Anno MDCXVIII et MDCXIX (Leiden, 1620), IL pp. 1-252, and III, pp. 1-292 (hereafter 
cited as Acta). 

13 Sibelius, fol. 90*; printed in Dijk, p. xix; cf. De Groot, p. 139. 

14 Acta, sess. 125; Walter Balcanquahallletter, in John Hales, Golden Remains (London, 
1673), p. 139 (hereafter cited as Balcanquahall). 
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be scholastic, but ecclesiastical, and the orthodox position should be 
presented before the rejected errors. He then dictated the draft of the 
Canons on Article I that he had prepared with advice of the assessors and 
secretaries. !° 

In the afternoon session, the British delegation first offered nine pro- 
posals on the character of the Canons. For example, the style of the 
Canons should be popular, not scholastic; nothing should be decided that 
can be disputed as probabiliter, such as the order of decrees; and there 
should be sensitivity to the Lutheran churches. The British also read some 
brief theses and antitheses on Article I, the tenor of which they thought 
should be followed in drawing up the Canons.'” Then Bogerman dictated 
his draft of the rejected errors of Article I and all of Article II. He indi- 
cated that he and the assessors would be available over the weekend if 
anyone wanted to consult them for an explanation or change in the dic- 
tated Canons.’® 

Three earlier drafts of the Bogerman Canons have been preserved in 
OSA, volume 5. The first is a one page document in Bogermans hand 
with only four (unnumbered) articles on Article I. Significantly, these 
are initial drafts of articles 1 (close to the final form), 6, 7, and 8 of 
the final Canons. It appears that another unidentified hand added some 
amendments.” 

Bogermans second draft is a two page document in his hand, now with 
twelve articles on election and reprobation. Again, another hand added 
marginal amendments.”° 

Bogermans third draft of Article I is a five page document (as written 
before amendments were added) in the hand of an amanuensis; Boger- 
man’s original does not appear to be extant. It contains fifteen articles and 
an epilogue.?! 


15 Sibelius, fols. 90'-90"; printed in Dijk, Bijlage C, pp. xviii-xix. 

16 Heinrich Heppe, ed., “Historia Synodi Nationalis Dordracenae sive Literae Delega- 
torum Hassiacorum de iis quae in Synodo Dordracena acta sunt ad Landgravium Mau- 
ritium missae; Zeitschrift für die historische Theologie 23 (1853), p. 303. 

17 Sibelius, fols. 927-92"; printed in Dijk, p. xix. Ward L12, fol. 4" has a similar list of 
11 proposals. The British theses and antitheses that were read may be the first part of a 
proposed draft of the Canons (on Articles I-IV) titled, "Iheologorum Magnae Britanniae 
de Canonibus constituendis consilium; and preserved in Ward L2, fols. 16-17". 

15 Acta, sess. 127; Breitinger, fol. 935; Sibelius, fol. 92”. 

1? OSA, vol. 5, p. 723. 

20 OSA, vol. 5, pp. 749-750. 

?! OSA, vol. 5, pp. 743-747. 
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Bogerman himself made amendments to the same document. As 
amended, this is the dictated draft of Article I that Bogerman read to 
the Synod on 22 March, and I suspect that this was the very document 
from which he dictated. Six copies of the dictated draft of Articles I and 
II have been preserved.” 

Four early drafts by Bogerman of the rejected errors of Article I have 
also been preserved.?? The second is a later draft of the first and consists 
of nine errors on election, seven of which are similar to errors in the 
Bogerman dictated draft. The other two drafts contain several errors on 
reprobation similar to errors in the dictated draft. 

The number of Bogerman drafts on Article II is not evident, since the 
originals of such drafts are not extant. The dictated draft of Article II is 
available only in the copies. 


The Call for a Drafting Committee 


Bogermans dictating of his draft of the Canons created quite a stir, 
especially among some of the foreign delegates, who thought Boger- 
man wanted to draw up canons alone and just have the Synod give its 
approval.” Over the weekend there was considerable activity in informal 
meetings as the British consulted with others and lobbied for a committee 
to draft the Canons. Some Dutch delegates, including those of South Hol- 
land, agreed. The civil delegates also got involved in these discussions.?? 

In the next session on Monday, 25 March, the president of the civil 
delegates recommended that there be a drafting committee that included 
several foreign and Dutch theologians along with president Bogerman 
and the assessors. He noted that the States General urged haste, and he 
thanked Bogerman for the preparatory work he had done.?é 


22 Sibelius, fols. 90'—92", 92'-94'; Tronchin 18, fols. 49'-53'; Zurich B235, fols. 159'- 
162"; Zurich J241, pp. 355-362; Zurich S309, fols. 142'-145"; and Ward La, fols. 14'-15' 
(Ward lacks the positive section of Article I). The Bogerman dictated draft of Articles I 
and II is published not without errors (from the Sibelius copy) in De Groot, pp. 163-174. 

23 OSA, vol. 5, pp. 715-717, 729-730 (cf. pp. 713-714), 563-564, and 747 (at the end 
of the third Bogerman draft of Article I). 

24 Balcanquahall, pp. 139-140; Breitinger, fol. 93". 

?5 Letter of Walter Balcanquahall to Robert Naunton, 26 March/s April 1619, in 
Praestantium ac Eruditorum Virorum Epistolae Ecclesiasticae et Theologicae (Amsterdam, 
1660), p. 565, (hereafter cited as Praestantium); Ward L12, fols. 2, 5"; cf. Milton, p. 295. 
Milton, p. 297, published the 24 March advice ofthe British to the civil delegates (found in 
Ward L2, fol. 6") recommending a drafting committee of Dutch and foreign theologians. 

6 Balcanquahall, p. 146; Breitinger, fol. 935; Sibelius, fol. 94"; Acta, sess. 128. 
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When the various delegations were asked their opinion, many were 
displeased with this plan; they preferred to defer to the president." 
Among the foreign delegates, Palatine theologian Abraham Scultetus 
offered several reasons to strongly support the actions of Bogerman. 
Franeker theologian Sibrandus Lubbertus passionately objected to the 
committee idea, speaking out especially against the British. He con- 
tended that foreign delegates had no business in this matter of the Dutch 
churches, and that those who lobbied behind the scenes, such as the 
South Hollanders, deserved censure. For his intemperance, Lubbertus 
was admonished by both the ecclesiastical and civil presidents. When 
British theologian John Davenant wanted to respond, he was restrained 
by Bogerman. Elder delegate Johannes Latius of South Holland claimed 
that it was Lubbertus who was worthy of censure, and he argued that 
the Canons should be drawn up by public rather than private author- 
ity.” 

After all were heard, the majority of the delegates decided to follow the 
civil delegates and appoint a drafting committee, with three foreign the- 
ologians and three Dutch theologians to join president Bogerman and 
assessors Hermannus Faukelius and Jacobus Rolandus. Bishop George 
Carleton was selected on behalf of the British, Genevan theologian Jean 
Diodati on behalf of the French, and Heidelberg theologian Abraham 
Scultetus on behalf of the Germans. Dutch theologians Johannes Polyan- 
der, Antonius Walaeus, and Jacobus Trigland were also assigned to the 
committee.?”? 

The committees task was to compose articles, send them to the indi- 
vidual delegations to consider any additions, deletions, or changes, and 
after going back and forth in this manner the Canons would finally be 
presented to the Synod for public approval.?? 


The First Committee Draft 


The nine member drafting committee immediately began working on its 
own draft of the Canons. Since a number of committee documents are 


27 Balcanquahall, p. 147; Praestantium, p. 565. 

28 Balcanquahall, pp. 140-141, 147; Praestantium, p. 566; Sibelius, fol. 957. 

?? Balcanquahall, p. 147; Praestantium, p. 566, Sibelius, fol. 955; Breitinger, fol. 93"; 
Acta, sess 128. 

30 Balcanquahall, p. 147; Praestantium, p. 566; Breitinger, fol. 93". 
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written in the hand of Johannes Polyander, a theology professor at Leiden 
Univerisity, it is probable that he was the secretary of the committee?! 

Unfortunately, information is not available about the inner workings 
of the drafting committee, but there are indications that the committee 
labored long and hard to fulfill its task. Letters ofthe Genevan committee 
member Diodati mention that the committee worked more than eight 
hours a day for three weeks, and that there were difficult negotiations 
with the British delegates John Davenant and Samuel Ward over wording 
of Article II.* 

As the foundation for its own draft, the committee used Bogermans 
dictated draft of Articles I and II. The committee also had available 
amendment suggestions on the Bogerman draft that at least several of the 
delegations had submitted on 25 March or later. Four of these documents 
with amendment suggestions—those of Overijssel, the Swiss, Genevans, 
and Palatines—have been preserved.? Though the committee used the 
Bogerman draft, it did so freely and developed its own draft of the 
Canons. 


3! Drafting committee documents that appear to be in Polyander's hand include OSA, 
vol. 5, pp. 111-114, 157-158, 160-168, 169-176, 67, 135-136, 137-139, 141-142, 189- 
190, 201, 199, and 203. 

32 Letter of Jean Diodati to Bénédict Turrettini, 13 April 1619: “Nous sommes aprés 
à bastir nos canons ou decrets synodaux. Il y a quinze jours que nous y travaillons 7 et 
8 heures du jour avec un ennui et fascherie nonpareille, se trouvant en ce dernier acte 
ce qu'on avoit jamais experimenté jusques à present, ascavoir beaucoup d' opiniastreté, 
de scrupulosité et de bigiarrerie en fait de doctrine mesmes. Deux docteurs anglois, 
Davenantius et Wardus, nous font cete moleste. Ils montrent en apparence consentement 
és choses fondamentales, cependent veulent à force inserer ou laisser des points du tout 
dangereux et où eux seuls, avec Breme, dissentent des autres. Mais on ne veut plus ceder 
et eux refusant de signer autrement" (Geneva, Bibliothéque Publique et Universitaire, 
MS Lullin 53, fols. 53-53"). Diodati to Bénédict Turrettini, 20 April 1619: "Le synode 
se prolonge outre toute l'attente de tous. Les Anglois ont mis tant de difficultés en la 
confection des canons qu'il nous a falu perdre presque trois semaines de temps. Il y en 
a deux qui sont si scrupuleux et speculatifs que c'est pitié et a on de la peine beaucoup 
à trouver le point du centre, dans lequel il faille s arrester par necessité. Je ne fu jamais 
en travail plus ennuyeux. Nous y avons travaillé en commun plus de 8 heures le jour 
dés 3 semaines en ca" (MS Lullin 53, fols. 55'-55"). I thank Nicolas Fornerod for these 
references. Breitinger, fol. 93", also reported that in the session of 16 April "the president 
recounted the labors, faithfulness, and diligence that the deputies performed in preparing 
the Canons.” 

33 The Overijssel amendment suggestions are found in Sibelius, fols. 947-94"; the 
Genevan suggestions in Tronchin 18, fol. 75"; the Swiss suggestions in Zurich B235, 
fols. 162*-163', J241, pp. 363-364, and $309, fols. 145*-146"; and the Palatine suggestions 
in OSA, vol. 5, pp. 151-154. 
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Three days after it was appointed, on Thursday, 28 March, the com- 
mittee had its first draft of Article I ready. That day synodical secretary 
Sebastianus Dammannus dictated this draft to a gathering to which each 
delegation sent one member. It took over a week for the committee to 
prepare its initial draft of all Five Articles. Dammannus dictated the first 
committee draft of Article II on 29 March, of Article III/IV on 3 and 
4 April,** and of Article V on 5 April. In the midst of this period was 
Easter Sunday, 31 March.^? 

Copies of this first committee draft are preserved in the Archives 
Tronchin,” the Ward Papers, and in Sibelius’s journal. This draft is 
the base text in Sibelius, before amendments were added.** De Groot 
published this draft (with some errors) from Sibelius.?? 


The Second Committee Draft 


After receiving the dictated first committee draft, each of the nineteen 
delegations had an opportunity to offer their observations and amend- 
ment suggestions on this draft. These were presented to the committee 
from 29 March until 6 April. Thirteen ofthese documents have been pre- 
served. ^? 


34 There is an anonymous early draft of Article III/IV, in the hand of Polyander, in 
OSA, vol. 5, pp. 111-114 (printed in De Groot, pp. 174-178), which may have been used 
as a foundation for the first committee draft of Article III/IV. 

35 These dates are provided in Tronchin’s journal (Tronchin 16, fols. 137-137"), 
Breitinger's journal (Breitinger, fols. 93'-93"), as well as in copies of this draft made by 
the Genevans (Tronchin 18, fols. 55", 58", 59", 615, 62). 

36 Tronchin 18, fols. 55-64". 

37 Ward L2, fols. 18'-22" (the base text before amendments), 24'-24" (as amended), 
33'-36 (before amendments), and 53'-55' (before amendments). 

38 Sibelius, fols. 95-97", 1007-104" (the first committee draft ofthe Article II rejections 
are lacking). 

?? De Groot, pp. 178-188, 190-208. The Article II rejections published by De Groot, 
pp. 189-190, are actually from the second committee draft. 

40 Tronchin 18, fol. 1377; Breitinger, fol. 93"; Balcanquahall, p. 142. Overijssel amend- 
ment suggestions to the first committee draft of Articles I and II (submitted 4 April) are 
found in Sibelius, fol. 98". Genevan suggestions on all five Articles are in Tronchin 18, 
fol. 75". Swiss suggestions to Articles I and II (submitted 2 April) are in Zurich A111, 
pp. 380-393, B235, fols. 241'-242/, J241, pp. 523-525, $309, fols. 217'-218', and in Staat- 
sarchiv Zürich, EII 389, pp. 225-231. Swiss suggestions to Articles III/IV (submitted 
5 April) are in Zurich A111, pp. 394-402, B235, fols. 242-243”, J241, p. 526, and S309, 
fol. 218". Swiss suggestions to Article V (submitted 6 April) are in Zurich A111, pp. 403- 
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In several documents in Polyander’s hand, the drafting committee then 
responded to these observations of the various delegations,*! and the 
committee made a considerable number of revisions—about 198—to the 
text of their first draft. The revised version is the second committee draft. 
This draft was not dictated in full; rather, only the amendments were 
dictated. 

On Monday, 8 April, synodical secretary Festus Hommius dictated 
the amendments on Article I. OSA, volume 5, contains a committee 
document with this list of amendments on Article I.? I suspect this was 
the very document from which Hommius dictated. 

Due to concerns of the British and Bremen theologians, the drafting 
committee scrapped its first draft of Article II and drafted nine all new 
articles. This was dictated also on 8 April.? 

On 9 April Hommius dictated the second draft amendments for the 
Article II rejection section.^ He dictated the amendments for Arti- 
cle III/IV on 10 April, and the next day the amendments for the Arti- 
cle III/IV rejection section and for all of Article V.® That same day the 
committee made three observations on their new draft of Article III/IV 
and changed one article (art. 11).*° 


408, B235, fols. 243"-244', J241, p. 527, and $309, fol. 219". Bremen suggestions to Arti- 
cle V are in vol. 5, pp. 211-212. British suggestions to Article II are in Ward L2, fols. 25'— 
26"; their suggestions to Articles III/IV are in fols. 37'-38', and suggestions to Article V 
are in fols. 57-58". Samuel Ward's suggestions to Article II are in Ward L3, fols. 13'- 
145 his suggestions to Article III/IV rejections are in fols. 61"-62'; and his suggestions to 
Article V are in fol. 60! and L12, fol. 11°. 

41 The committee observations in OSA, vol. 5, pp. 155-156, respond to suggestions 
of the Dutch professors, South Hollanders, Gelderlanders, the British, Swiss, Hesse, and 
Bremen delegates, and Palatine delegate Tossanus on Article I. Other committee observa- 
tions in OSA, vol. 5, pp. 160-168, respond to suggestions of the Dutch professors, South 
Hollanders, Gelderlanders, the British, Swiss, Palatine, Hesse, and Bremen delegates, and 
Genevan delegate Tronchin, also on Article I. 

42 ‘Observationes in Articulos et Canones de Electione et Reprobatione, ex totius 
Synodi judiciis collectae; secunda cura D. Praesidis et octo aliorum deputatorum, 8 Apr. 
1619. OSA, vol. 5, pp. 169-176. Copies of this list of amendments on Article I are in 
Tronchin 18, fols. 657-66"; Sibelius, fols. 104"—-105", and Ward L2, fols. 43'-44". 

5 Copies are preserved in Sibelius, fols. 99'-99", Tronchin 18, fol. 67'-67", and Ward 
L2, fol. 29! (the base text before amendments). There was an earlier draft (not extant) of 
this second committee draft of Article II, as is evident from a committee document with 
a list of amendments on this earlier draft (OSA, vol. 5, p. 67). 

44 A copy of the second draft of the Article II rejections is found in Sibelius, fols. 98'- 
98" (the base text before amendments). 

45 These dates are provided in Tronchin’s journal (Tronchin 16, fol. 137") and in the 
copy of these lists of amendments, preserved in Tronchin 18, fol. 65'—70". These lists of 
amendments are also in Ward L2, fols. 31", 39'-39", 417-41", and 59'-60'. 

46 Tronchin 16, fol. 137"; 18, fol. 68". 
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The only full copy of this second committee draft is found in Sibeliuss 
working copy in his journal. As noted above, the base text is the first 
committee draft, but the second draft is this text with amendments 
written in with light ink." 


The Third Committee Draft 


After receiving the amendments for the second committee draft, the syn- 
odical delegations again had the opportunity to offer their observations 
and amendment suggestions on the latest draft. On Friday, 12 April, the 
various delegations presented their suggestions. Fifteen of these docu- 
ments have been preserved.*® 

In the afternoon session of the same day, the drafting committee 
responded to the suggestions. There are five committee documents avail- 
able with responses to British, Palatine, Gelderland, South Holland, and 
Zeeland suggestions.” It appears that, in some cases, suggestions may 
have been offered orally rather than in writing; that day South Holland 
delegates Balthazar Lydius and Gisbert Voetius met with the committee 
to discuss their suggestions.^? 

There is also evidence of private lobbying in the drafting process. The 
next day the Swiss delegates Breitinger and Rutimeyer met privately with 
president Bogerman. They urged acceptance of the suggestions they had 


47 Sibelius, fols. 95'-104”. For Article II the base text on fols. 99'-99" and 987-98" is 
the second committee draft. Part of this draft of Art. III/IV is in Ward L2, fols. 337-36" 
(with amendments). 

48 Tronchin 16, fol. 137%. Bremen amendment suggestions on Articles I and II are in 
OSA, vol. 5, pp. 215, 65-66. North Holland suggestions on Article II are in OSA, vol. 5, 
p. 205. Overijssel suggestions on Articles I and II are in OSA, vol. 5, p. 207. Genevan 
suggestions on Articles I and II are in Tronchin 18, fols. 75'-75". Swiss suggestions on 
Articles II and III/IV (submitted 12 April) are in OSA, vol. 5, pp. 193-196; copies of 
these are in Zurich A111, pp. 410-423, B235, fols. 244'-245', J241, pp. 528-531, and $309, 
fols. 219’-221". Further Swiss suggestions on Articles II and V (submitted 13 April) are 
found in Zurich B235, fols. 245'-245". Hesse suggestions on Articles I, II, and III/IV are 
in OSA, vol. 5, pp. 143-144, 61-62, and 63-64. Palatine suggestions on Articles I, II, and 
III/IV are in OSA, vol. 5, pp. 147-149. British suggestions on Articles II and III/IV are in 
Ward L2, fols. 29", and 38". Also an anonymous list of suggestions on Article II is in OSA, 
vol. 5, p. 209. 

? Committee responses to British and Gelderland suggestions are in OSA, vol. 5, 
pP. 137-139; responses to British and Palatine suggestions are in pp. 141-142; responses 
to British and Zeeland suggestions are in pp. 135-136; and responses to South Holland 
suggestions are in pp. 189-190, 197, and 199. 

50 There are committee notes of this meeting with Lydius and Voetius, dated 12 April, 
in OSA, vol. 5, p. 203; see also p. 189. 
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made to the second committee draft, and they cautioned against allowing 
certain individuals (presumably British theologians) to have slippery 
phrases inserted into the Canons.?! 

Based on this new input, the drafting committee made amendments 
to their second draft; the result was the third committee draft. Once 
again, this draft was not dictated in full; only the amendments were 
dictated. Hence, in the morning of Monday, 15 April, the committee 
amendments for the third draft on Article I were dictated by Menius, 
that is, Eilhardus van Mehen, a minister delegate from Gelderland. In the 
afternoon Menius dictated the committee amendments on Articles II to 
V.?' There were not as many amendments as on the previous draft; yet, 
with 129 amendments, the changes were significant. 

The list of amendments for the third committee draft is preserved 
only in the Archives Tronchin.? The only full copy of the third draft is 
available as part of Sibeliuss working copy in his journal. This third draft 
is the base text in Sibelius, as amended with light and dark ink.*4 

In the same afternoon of 15 April there was an initial subscription of 
this version ofthe Canons by all delegates, except the British. The British 
did not want to sign before having a neatly written copy available to 
them.” 

This third committee draft is very close to the final Canons, except for 
some minor editorial changes and some amendments that would yet be 
made to two rejected errors of Article II; these were a lingering matter of 
debate. 


The Last Changes and the Final Canons 


On the same day that amendments for the third draft were dictated, the 
delegations again had the opportunity to offer suggestions. Apparently 


31 Breitinger, fol. 2457. 

52 The date is provided in Breitinger's journal (Breitinger, fol. 245"), Tronchin’s journal 
(Tronchin 16, fol. 137"), and in the Genevan copy of the list of amendments (Tronchin 
18, fol. 70-71"). 

55 Tronchin 18, 70-72". A copy of the list of amendments to the Article II rejections 
is in Ward L2, fol. 30". 

54 Sibelius, fols. 95*-104". Several minor changes in dark ink, however, were later made 
as amendments to the third committee draft. 

5 Balcanquahall, p. 148. 
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there were few, since the only comments preserved are those of the British 
and the Genevans.?ó 

The next day, Tuesday, 16 April, the latest version of Article I was read 
ina regular session ofthe synod—the first public session in three weeks— 
and each delegate individually expressed his consent that these articles 
agreed with Scripture and the confessions of the Reformed churches.” 
The Swiss also presented a statement to Bogerman expressing approval 
of this third draft of the Canons, but on the condition that if any further 
changes were made they would be given an opportunity to give advice on 
the matter before offering their full approval by formal subscription.” 

Then Article II was read, but this did not receive the same level of 
consent. The committee had made some small changes in wording since 
the initial subscription of the day before. The British approved all of 
Article II except for rejection 2, which they thought could be formulated 
more clearly, and rejection 6, which they said they saw now for the first 
time (though it had been dictated the day before). The British considered 
rejection 6 more as a matter of scholastic speculation than synodical 
inquiry; they requested more time to deliberate.°? 

The Hesse delegates approved Article II, except for article 8; they 
wanted the term "singulari" added in reference to God's plan, but acqui- 
esced for the sake of peace. The delegates of Bremen agreed with Hesse. 
The Swiss theologians said they approved Article II, but wanted to reread 
it due to the wording changes that had just been made. All other delega- 
tions expressed full consent to Article II. 

In this same session, professors Goclenius, Lubbertus, and Gomarus 
also suggested some grammatical changes to the Canons. 

The morning session of 18 April was devoted to an extensive discus- 
sion of the contentious rejection 6, which rejected the notion that for 
the sufficiency of redemption, a likeness of our nature in Christ is not 
necessary. The British were lined up against the rest of the synod. The 
British argued that if this rejection was understood in regard to abso- 


56 Tronchin 18, fol. 75", contains brief Genevan suggestions on Articles I and II and 
on the first draft of the Conclusion. Ward La, fols. 12'-12", contains British suggestions 
on all five Articles. 

?7 Balcanquahall, p. 148; Breitinger, fol. 93". 

58 Breitinger, fol. 245"; cf. fols. 93", 163". 

°° Balcanquahall, pp. 144, 148; Breitinger, fol. 93". Ward L2, fol. 49', contains late 
British suggestions on Article II, rejection 2. 

$? Balcanquahall, pp. 148-149; Breitinger, fol. 93". 

$! Balcanquahall, p. 149. 
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lute necessity, this was scholastic speculation; if it was understood in 
regard to hypothetical necessity, it was true and not a Remonstrant error. 
Hence they advised that this rejection be omitted. The majority, how- 
ever, wanted to retain it. President Bogerman suggested that this rejec- 
tion could be reformulated in a way that would satisfy all.9? 

In the afternoon of the 18th, Article III/IV was read and everyone 
individually consented. Yet there were also some suggestions for editorial 
changes. Then Article V was read and again received the consent of all. 
With all the articles read, Palatine theologian Scultetus suggested there 
was need for someone to put a final hand to the Canons for the sake 
of consistency and to polish the style. Others wanted no such stylistic 
changes.9? 

That same session the matter of drafting a Conclusion for the Canons 
was raised.9^ The issue was whether it should reject certain hard sayings 
(phrases duriores) expressed by some Reformed theologians, or whether 
it should only reject false accusations (calumniae) of the Remonstrants 
directed against the orthodox Reformed position.9? Thomas Goad read a 
list of hard sayings that the British wanted rejected.56'Ihe Dutch delegates 
wanted only a rejection of false accusations. 

On Friday, 19 April, the drafting committee met to consider the 
suggestions for final changes to the Canons and also to prepare a draft 
of the Conclusion; this first draft was dictated to the delegations in the 
evening.” This draft just rejected false accusations. The next morning 
it was read in public session and was heavily debated by the foreign 
theologians. At noon president Bogerman and the assessors prepared a 
revised second draft, which recognized that some Reformed theologians 


€ Balcanquahall, pp. 144, 149-150. 

63 Balcanquahall, p. 150; Acta, sess. 131. 

$^ Already in earlier documents some delegations had raised the matter of how the 
synod should deal with hard sayings. In their advice on the Bogerman draft the Palatine 
theologians offered a mild defense of hard sayings when read in context (OSA, vol. 5, 
p. 155). On the other hand, the Bremen theologians in their suggestions on the first 
committee draft wanted specific hard sayings rejected (OSA, vol. 5, pp. 213-214, 217), 
and so did the Hesse theologians in their advice on the second committee draft (OSA, 
vol. 5, p. 64). 

$5 On the drafting of the Conclusion see Dijk, pp. 187-205 and Bijlage D, pp. xxiii- 
xxxiv, as well as my dissertation (see above, n. 9), pp. 419-430. 

$6 Balcanquahall, p. 150; Breitinger, fol. 94". This list does not appear to be extant. 

$7 Balcanquahall, p. 150. Copies of the first draft of the Conclusion are in Tronchin 18, 
fols. 72'-72", and in Sibelius, fol. 99". It is printed in Dijk, pp. 190-191, and in De Groot, 
pp. 208-209. 
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had expressed hard sayings in their writings.9* In the afternoon session 
the debate continued, with Dutch delegates strongly urging no rejection 
of hard sayings.” 

The following Monday, 22 April, the civil delegates indicated they 
wanted to deliver a signed copy of the Canons to the States General the 
next day, so there was pressure to complete them."? Bogerman presented 
a revised final draft of the Conclusion, which was closer in spirit to the 
first draft; it only rejected false accusations and not hard sayings.” This 
was approved by the synod; the English, Hesse, and Bremen delegates 
were not satisfied but gave in for the sake of peace. At noon the drafting 
committee met again to work on the two debated rejections of Article II.” 

The next morning, the 23rd of April, all delegates subscribed three 
copies of Article I, one intended for the States General. President Boger- 
man indicated that Scripture passages would be added afterward, due to 
the time restrictions. The drafting committee also had its amendments 
to the two rejected errors of Article II ready. They suggested that rejec- 
tion 2 be reformulated into three rejections, which were then read, and 
they deleted the contentious rejection 6.” In the afternoon session the 
synod approved these final changes to Article II. ArticlesII to V were then 
read and subscribed by all delegates. This session lasted until 10 PM. The 
Canons had reached their final form.”* 

Soon after the Synod ended, president Bogerman presented a report 
to the States General summarizing the activities of the Synod. On the 
drafting of the Canons it stated: 


[The drafting committee members] for a time of about four weeks were 
busy with it with incredible labor and care, and they long conferred with 


$$ Balcanquahall, pp. 150-151; Breitinger, fols. 94”-96"; cf. Acta, sess. 132. Copies of 
the second draft of the Conclusion are in Tronchin 18, fols. 72-73", Sibelius, fol. 108", and 
Ward L2, fols. 47'-47". It is printed in Dijk, pp. 196-197, and in De Groot, pp. 209-210. 

© The position of Overijssel, for example, is preserved in Sibelius, fol. 108", and is 
printed in Dijk, pp. 199-200. The most detailed account of these debates is in Tronchin 
16, fols. 138-144". 

70 Balcanquahall, pp. 152-153. 

7! Dijk, pp. 202-204. 
Balcanquahall, pp. 152-153; Heppe, ‘Historia’ (see above, n. 16), p. 308. 
A copy of these final committee amendments to Article II is in Tronchin 18, fol. 73". 
Balcanquahall, pp. 153-154; Heppe, ‘Historia (see above, n. 16), p. 308. The origi- 
nally subscribed copy of the Canons that was presented to the States General is preserved 
in OSA, vol. 52(R); see Kuyper, Post-Acta (see above, n. 1), pp. 65-66. The final Latin text 
of the Canons is printed in J.N. Bakhuizen van den Brink, ed., De Nederlandse belijdenis- 
geschriften in authentieke teksten met inleiding en tekstvergelijkingen (Amsterdam, 1976), 
pp. 225-281. 
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all the Colleges [delegations] about their work until all members of the 
Synod without exception acquiesced not only in the substance [substantie] 
of the matter itself but also in phraseology and all the words [phrasiologia, 
ende allen de woorden], whereupon the same Canons were read in the full 
Synod several times and approved by each and every one, and in all articles 
they were subscribed with singular joy and thanksgiving to God.” 


Conclusion 


In all, I know of just over one hundred documents that were part of the 
drafting process of the Canons; in some cases there are multiple copies 
of the same item. Of this number, 30 are actual drafts of portions of the 
Canons. As for the breakdown of preliminary drafts by Article, I am able 
to identify seven drafts of Article I, four drafts of Article II, four drafts 
of Article III/IV, and three drafts of Article V. Forty-six of the extant 
documents contain the observations and amendment suggestions of the 
various delegations. This is a relatively small number, given the fact that 
there were nineteen delegations and each had four opportunities to offer 
amendments on drafts of each of the Articles. There are also 24 drafting 
committee documents with responses to delegate suggestions or with lists 
of amendments for the following draft. 

Why is this collection of documents on the formation of the Canons 
significant? After all, these were mostly informal working documents and 
were not considered worth preserving in the official autographa of the 
Synod. 

Let me offer two reasons why this collection is important: 


1. Having available the various drafts and amendment suggestions 
makes it possible to trace the development of thought that went 
into the drafting of specific articles of the Canons. It helps one 
understand nuances of thought and why an article is formulated the 
way it is. In some cases, the amendment documents offer a reason 
for a suggested change. 

2. These documents help reveal the specific contributions of individ- 
ual delegations to the formation of the Canons. Evident, for exam- 
ple, is the influence of the British delegates on the formulation of 
Article II. 


75 'Sommier van 't rapport der Gedeputeerden des Nationalen Synodj van Dordrecht, 
gedaen door den Praeses desseluen Synodj, ter vergaderinge vande Hooge Mogende 
Heeren Generale Staten der vereenichde Nederlander’ [30 May 1619]; printed in Kuyper, 
Post-Acta (see above, n. 1), pp. 476-477. 
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I have subtitled this article, ^A preliminary survey of early drafts and 
related documents.’ It is preliminary and provisional since my judgments 
in identifying these many archival documents (by content and handwrit- 
ing) and their relationships to each other are certainly open to correc- 
tion and refinement. Further, there may be more documents out there 
of which I am not aware. It is also preliminary in that this is only a first 
step toward a much larger task—the task of transcribing all of these docu- 
ments (some quite illegible), the task of establishing the text of the second 
and third committee drafts, and the task of publishing the whole collec- 
tion so that these many documents may be made available to scholars for 
closer analysis of the Canons and their formation." 


76 Anthony Milton has set his sights on preparing a volume on The Genesis of the 
Canons of Dort. He has invited me to collaborate with him in preparing this scholarly 
volume, which will offer a critical edition of all documents relating to the formation of 
the Canons. 


APPENDIX A 
COMMITTEE DRAFTS OF THE CANONS OF DORDT 


First Second Third 
Committee Committee Committee Final 
Draft Draft Draft Draft 
ART. I 
Articles 18 18 18 18 
(arts. 9 & 10 
combined; 
art. 17 new) 
Rejections 10 9 9 
(rej. 6 omitted) 
ART. II 
Articles 5 9 9 9 
(all new) 
Rejections 4 5 6 7 
(rej. 5 new) (rej. 6 new) (rej. 2 becomes 
rej. 2, 3, & 4; 
rej. 6 omitted) 
ART. III/IV 
Articles 17 17 17 17 
(art. 1 new; 
art. 2 omitted) 
Rejections 9 9 9 9 
ART. V 
Articles 14 15 15 15 
(art. 9 split into 
9 & 10) 
Rejections 9 9 9 9 
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CHRONOLOGY OF THE DRAFTING OF THE CANONS 


Fri. March 22 


Weekend 


Mon. March 25 


Thur. March 28 
Fri. March 29 


Sun. March 31 
Tues. April 2 


Wed. April 3 
Thur. April 4 
Fri. April 5 
Sat. April 6 


Mon. April 8 


Tues. April 9 


Wed. April 10 


Bogermans first draft of Art. I 

Bogermans second draft of Art. I 

Bogermans third draft of Art. I 

Bogermans early drafts of Art. I rejections 

Bogerman proposals on the character of the Canons 
Bogermans dictated draft of Art. I 

British proposals on the character of the Canons 
Bogerman’s dictated draft of Art. I rejections 
Bogermans dictated draft of Art. II 

Private meetings about the need for a drafting 
committee 

Synod discusses and appoints drafting committee of 
nine 

Some delegations offer amendment suggestions to 
Bogerman draft 

First committee draft of Art. I dictated 

First committee draft of Art. II dictated 

Some delegations offer amendment suggestions on First 
committee draft of Arts. I and II 

(Easter Sunday) 

Other delegations offer amendment suggestions on First 
committee draft of Arts. I and II 

First committee draft of Art. III/IV dictated 

First committee draft of Art. III/IV rejections dictated 
First committee draft of Art. V dictated 

Some delegations offer amendment suggestions on First 
committee draft of Arts. III/IV and V 

Amendments for Second committee draft of Art. I 
dictated 

Second committee draft of Art. II dictated (all new 
articles) 

Amendments for Second committee draft of Art. II 
rejections dictated 

Amendments for Second committee draft of Art. III/IV 
dictated 
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Thur. April 31 AM 3 observations on Second committee draft of Art. III/IV 
dictated 
Amendments for Second committee draft of Art. HI/IV 
rejections dictated 
Addition to Art. III/IV, article 11 
PM Amendments for Second committee draft of Art. V 
dictated 
Fri. April 12 — AM Delegations offer amendment suggestions on Second 
committee draft 
PM Committee responses to several delegate suggestions 
Mon. April 15 am Amendments for Third committee draft of Art. I 
dictated 
PM Amendments for Third committee draft of Arts. II-V 
dictated 
Initial subscription by all delegations except British 
Some delegations offer amendment suggestions on Third 
committee draft 
Committee makes some small changes to Art. II 
Tues. April 16 Art. I read and approved by individual delegates 
Art. II read and approved except for rejections 2 and 6, 
due to objections of British 
Goclenius, Lubbertus, and Gomarus suggest 
grammatical changes 
Wed. April 17 (Day of Fasting) 
Thur. April 18 Am Extensive debate on rejection 6; British vs. others 
PM Arts. III/IV and V read and approved by individual 
delegates 
Editorial changes suggested by some, not by others 
Discussion of the character of the Conclusion 
Fri. April1g9 AM Drafting committee meets to consider final changes and 
prepare Conclusion 
PM First draft of Conclusion dictated 
Sat. April2o — AM First draft of Conclusion debated 
PM Second draft of Conclusion dictated and debated 
Mon. April 22 Am Final draft of Conclusion dictated and approved 
PM Drafting committee meets to deal with Art. II rejections 
2and6 
Tues. April 23 AM Art. Tread and subscribed in 3 copies 
Amendments to rejections 2 and 6 read 
PM Changes to rejections 2 and 6 approved (rejection 6 
deleted) 
Arts. II-V read and subscribed 


THE CANONS OF DORDT: 
FROM JUDGMENT ON ARMINIANISM 
TO CONFESSIONAL STANDARD 


DONALD SINNEMA 


Ever since the Synod of Dordt (1618-1619) Reformed churches of Dutch 
heritage have adhered to three confessional standards, the Belgic Confes- 
sion, the Heidelberg Catechism, and the Canons of Dordt. These are con- 
sidered the three “forms of unity (formulieren van eenigheit)? It is often 
assumed that the Synod of Dordt drew up the Canons as a new confes- 
sional standard for the churches. But at no point did the Synod ever make 
a decision declaring the Canons to be a new confession. 

It is my contention that the Synod of Dordt never intended to draw 
up a new confession when it drafted the Canons of Dordt, but only 
intended the Canons to be its judgment or judicial decision on the Five 
Articles of the 1610 Remonstrance that lay at the center of the Arminian 
controversy; however, the Canons, in effect, began to function as a 
confessional standard when the Synod required that they be subscribed 
by all pastors, and soon after the Synod this was recognized when they 
came to be regarded as one of the "forms of unity" ofthe Dutch Reformed 
churches. 

This article will carefully examine the process of confessionalization 
by which the Canons of Dordt shifted from their initial function as a 
judgment on Arminianism to being a confessional standard of ortho- 
doxy. For this purpose I will plot the most significant moments in the 
course of the formation of the Canons at the Synod of Dordt. In order 
to gage the perceived status of the Canons it will be necessary to take 
note of the following factors: all decisions of the Synod in regard to the 
Canons; the character and basic structure of the Canons; the terms used 
to describe the document and its major sections; how the Canons actu- 
ally functioned in the aftermath of the Synod, especially the requirement 
of subscription; and when they came to be called one of the "forms of 
unity.” 

The Synod of Dordt was originally convened by the Dutch government 
for one main purpose: to seek a resolution of the Arminian controversy 
that had caused major unrest in the Dutch churches for about two 
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decades. On 11 November 1617, the States General approved a list of 
articles to convene the national synod. Its ninth article spelled out the 
Synod’s basic agenda: 


IX. In the assembly the well-known Five Articles in controversy and the 
difficulties that have arisen from them shall first and foremost be treated, 
in order earnestly to see how these may be removed from the churches 
with the least trouble and in the most proper manner, so that the peace 
of the church (but especially the purity of doctrine) may be preserved. 
Afterward, the remaining difficulties and gravamina—whether general or 
particular—relating to the churches may be presented.! 


According to this prescribed agenda the Synod was expected to arrive at 
a decision that would resolve the controversy. 

On 16 November 1618 the Synod sent a letter to thirteen leading 
Remonstrants citing them to appear before the Synod to have their views 
examined and judged. It cited them to come to state, explain, and defend 
their Five Articles, and present any observations they had on the Belgic 
Confession and Heidelberg Catechism, “in order that the said Synod, 
after hearing and considering everything, may in good time be able to 
judge (judicare) each matter in the fear of the Lord”? 

The day after the cited Remonstrants appeared on 6 December, the 
civil delegates representing the States General said they expected from 
the Synod the “promulgation of a synodical decision (promulgationem 
decreti Synodici)" on the Five Articles.’ 

This is one of the few references to the future Canons during the 
six weeks that the Remonstrants were present in the Synod before their 
expulsion on 14 January. This part of the proceedings focused on exam- 
ining Remonstrant views, but since they did not fully cooperate, these 
proceedings were dominated by procedural wrangling. Finally on 1 Jan- 
uary 1619, the States General issued a resolution that declared that if the 
Remonstrants would not cooperate, their opinions should be investigated 
and determined from their writings.* 

On 3 January synodical president Bogerman called together a com- 
mittee of leading delegates to discuss how to implement the government 
resolution. This committee considered it advisable to extract Remon- 
strant views from their writings and draw them up in a number of the- 


! Acta Synodi Nationalis, ... Dordrechti habitae Anno MDCXIII et MDCXIX (Leiden, 
1620), sess. 4 (hereafter cited as Acta). 

? Acta, sess. 5. 

3 Acta, sess. 23. 

^ Acta, sess. 46. 
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ses for synodical examination. The committee also thought it necessary 
that a synodical writing (scriptum Synodicum) be prepared in which "the 
Orthodox view of the 5 Articles would be solidly and vigorously treated 
at the capacity of the church, and in which it would be shown to the whole 
church that the Synod has kept far clear of strange and blasphemous doc- 
trines and does not approve of the hard sayings of some Doctors"? 

The next day the elderly Huguenot Philip DuPlessis Mornay sent a 
paper to a Heer Marbaut with advice for the Synod on how to deal with 
the Remonstrant issue. In it he advised that the "decision on the contro- 
verted points" be expressed in Scriptural words and ways of speaking, 
and that in drafting the “Canons or Articles (Canons of Artijkelen)" the 
Synod should take care not so much to contend for victory as to con- 
firm the truth. He also noted that "since the Canons that are drawn up 
in Councils are usually brief, precise, and concise ..., it is especially nec- 
essary that here one seek succinctness and not subtlety?6 It is not known 
whether this paper was actually delivered to the Synod. To my knowl- 
edge, this is the earliest documentary instance of the term "Canons" in 
reference to the future decision of the Synod. 

On 8 January, president Bogerman dictated some theses on Article 
One drawn up from Remonstrant writings, and he asked the Synod’s 
advice whether these theses fairly represented the Remonstrant position. 
He also asked whether the examination of Article One should be finished 
and “the definitive synodical view (sententia synodica definitiva)" on it 
should be drawn up before proceeding to the other Articles." 

On the 1oth of January the various synodical delegations presented 
their advice on these matters. Five of these delegations had specific ideas 
about the form of the Synod's decision. The Palatine delegation advised 
that examination of the Five Articles ought to include a declaration of 


5 Journal of Swiss delegate Johannes J. Breitinger, found in Zurich, Zentralbibliothek, 
MS B235, fol. 78". 

6 G. Brandt, Historie der Reformatie en andre Kerkelyke Geschiedenissen in en ontrent 
de Nederlanden, 4 vols. (Amsterdam, 1671-1704), 3: 263-264. 

7 Heinrich Heppe, ed., ‘Historia Synodi Nationalis Dordracenae, sive Literae Delega- 
torum Hassiacorum de iis quae in Synodo Dordracena acta sunt ad Landgravium Mau- 
ritium missae; Zeitschrift für die historische Theologie 23 (1853), 274. In a document sug- 
gesting procedure, written at this time, the British delegates advised that when fundamen- 
tal theses on Article One drawn from Remonstrant writings are fully examined, if found 
false, “the fandamental views of the Orthodox should be opposed antithetically to them, 
confirmed by some solid arguments, and established by a synodical judgment (Synodali 
judicio)? Anthony Milton, ed., The British Delegation and the Synod of Dort (1618-1619) 
(Woodbridge, 2005), p. 174. 
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Remonstrant views in propositions drawn from their writings, a confir- 
mation of these by the Remonstrants, and a judgment (judicium) of their 
views. This judgment, they said, ought to be twofold: collegial and syn- 
odical. 


Let the former judgment be formed by the individual colleges of delegates, 
according to the number and order of the propositions themselves, but be 
brief, vigorous, and fortified with one or another testimony of Scripture. 
Let the latter be drawn up from the collegial judgments in the form 
of ecclesiastical Canons (forma Canonum ecclesiasticorum), just as was 
customarily done by all the more venerable synods till now. 


The Palatine delegation also suggested that a positive writing be prepared: 


After the heterodox doctrine has been rejected and condemned in this way, 
thought should be given to firmly establishing orthodox doctrine. To do 
this there are certainly various means for the Synod to propose and con- 
sider in its own time. In advance we would like two or three of the Dutch 
pastors to be assigned who, having consulted advice and writings, may 
draw up in the Dutch idiom some popular, moderate writing (scriptum), 
appropriate for edification and peace, concerning predestination and its 
associated points, and submit it to the judgment of the Synod, to be pub- 
lished for the use of the church.? 


Like the Palatines the Swiss envisioned that “a solid judgment (judicium) 
may be produced, first a collegial, then a synodical one? The Swiss also 
suggested a positive writing: 


After the heterodox views are rejected, let the orthodox view be put in its 
place; let it be explained appropriately and at the capacity of the church, 
and let it be proved from the holy Scriptures, so that not only what the 
Synod disapproves and what it rejects may be apparent, but also what it 
approves as agreeable with God's Word and judges to be believed. And let 
this matter similarly be entrusted to a few people, namely two or three.!° 


The Hesse delegation also considered it necessary and useful that “at the 
first opportunity a sound and orthodox formula (formula) concerning 
these Five Articles may publicly appear, which is opposed to the strange 
Remonstrance; it should be constructed as much as possible from the 
very words of Scripture and be firmly established with reasons from God's 
Word?! 


8 The advice of the various delegations is found in the Oud Synodaal Archief, housed 
in the Utrechts Archief, vol. 46(L), fol. 212" (hereafter cited as OSA). 
? Ibid., fol. 212". 
10 Ibid., fol. 215". 
11 Ibid., fol. 2147. 
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The Zeeland delegation thought that, after Remonstrant views were 
examined, "finally a decisive view (sententia decisiva) should be formed 
from God's Word.” It further recommended: 


And since individual arguments for the orthodox view ... can be expressed 
in synodical decrees, we think it is wholly necessary that one or two of the 
Dutch brothers be instructed [to draw up] some solid writing (scriptum 
solidum) in which this material concerning the Five Articles is treated at 
the capacity of the people and for the common use of the Church, and 
do this not only with the received orthodox doctrine but also with a clear 
refutation of false doctrine.? 


The Utrecht delegation also spoke of the “final judgment (Judicium finale) 
concerning the view of the Remonstrants; and recommended: 


Finally, we judge it advisable and necessary that some brief writing (scrip- 
tum) be published that clearly embraces the view ofthe Reformed churches 
on predestination, so that the uneducated may be instructed and false 
accusations may be countered.!* 


Several observations may be made on the advice ofthese five delegations. 
First, they all envision the Synod making a judgment on the Remonstrant 
views. This is variously referred to as the “Synodical judgment,’ “Canons,” 
“decisive view, or “final judgment? It may be noted that in the Palatine 
usage the term “Canons” refers to brief negative statements expressing 
an ecclesiastical judgment on false doctrine. As noted by the Palatine 
delegates, the term was used in this sense in previous church councils. 
Second, they all recommend that a positive popular writing explaining 
the Reformed position on predestination be drawn up for the sake of 
firmly establishing the orthodox view in the churches. In each case this is 
conceived to be a different document than the main synodical judgment 
on Remonstrant views. Third, neither the judgment nor the positive 
writing is here considered to have confessional status. 

On 11 January, with the Remonstrants still not cooperating, president 
Bogerman asked the Synod whether the time had come to examine their 
views only from their writings. Each delegation gave its advice, and in 
this context Emden proposed a somewhat different procedure, beginning 
with a positive statement and ending with the judgment: 


1? Ibid., fol. 223”. 
15 Ibid., fol. 224". 
14 Ibid., fol. 224". 
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First, that the Synod should first set forth a brief, clear, and solid explana- 
tion (explicationem) of the truth that the Reformed churches profess con- 
cerning the Five controverted Articles. 


Second, that ... it solidly refute those Five Articles which the cited Remon- 
strants presented to the Synod ... 


Third, that the Synod ... finally come down to bear a judgment (judi- 
cium).'° 


On 14 January the decision was made to implement the 1 January 
resolution of the States General, and so the Remonstrants were expelled 
from the Synod. Now the Synod faced the question how best to proceed 
in examining and judging the Remonstrant views from their writings. On 
the 16th the Synod decided to follow a new procedure. In the mornings 
the individual colleges or delegations would meet privately to examine 
and form a judgment (judicium) on the Five Articles. In the afternoons 
the Dutch and foreign theologians would present speeches responding to 
the main arguments of the Remonstrants.'® Though the decision does not 
mention this, the English observer John Hales noted that it was expected 
that from the judicia of the various delegations “must be gathered the 
Conclusion?" It may be noted that this procedure generally reflected 
the earlier Palatine and Swiss advice regarding collegial and synodical 
judgments. 

Although the decision on procedure referred only to examining and 
judging the Remonstrant view, president Bogerman then orally advised 
the delegations “that in forming their judgments (judiciis) not only the 
false doctrine of the Remonstrants should be rejected, but also the ortho- 
dox doctrine of the Reformed churches should be set forth, as much as 
possible, in the very clearest words suitable to the capacity and edifica- 
tion of the common people and be supported by very solid reasons and 
arguments.”!® 

For the next two weeks this new procedure was followed in examining 
Article One. On 28 January Hales noted that “as for any Decisive Sen- 
tence they will give none, till they have thus gone through all the five 
[Articles].’!? On the 30th, after the speeches on Article One were finished, 
the procedure was reviewed and the Synod decided to continue the same 


15 Ibid., fol. 203". 

16 Acta, sess. 61. 

77 John Hales, Golden Remains (London, 1673), p. 84. 
18 Heppe, ‘Historia (see above, n. 7), p. 282. 

19 Hales, Golden Remains (see above, n. 17), p. 91. 
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way in dealing with the other Articles. This was also approved by the civil 
delegates, who "at the same time advised that Canons (Canones) not be 
produced or a decision (arrestum) be formed unless everything was first 
properly examined and discussed publicly??? 

Apparently in response to the 10 January advice of several delegations, 
president Bogerman on 4 February proposed that several documents be 
prepared as soon as possible, which would be of great use to the Synod 
and to the churches. The Synod decided in favor of this proposal. The 
first document was to be a ^writing (scriptum) popularly and succinctly 
explaining and solidly confirming from God's Word the orthodox view 
of the Five Articles, with a refutation of the chief false accusations by 
which this doctrine is commonly defamed.””! The second was to be a 
"refutative writing (scriptum elenchticum), in which the chief arguments 
of the Remonstrants are solidly refuted”??? The English as well as the civil 
delegate Josias Vosbergius were opposed to the first writing, because it 
seemed incongruous that anything should be written on the doctrine of 
the Articles before the Synod had handed down its judgment. Neverthe- 
less, the decision stood, and Dutch delegates Antonius Walaeus, Jacobus 
Trigland, and Godefridus Udemans were assigned the task of compos- 
ing the didactic writing, with the advice of foreign theologians Bishop 
George Carleton, Abraham Scultetus, Johannes Breitinger, and Jean Dio- 
dati. Franciscus Gomarus advised that this writing should not contain 
non-necessary and private ideas, but only necessary points accepted by 
common consent.” These two writings were never composed; instead, 
following the form of the collegial judicia, the Synod was embarked on 
a course that would lead to one document that would combine a posi- 
tive statement of the Reformed view with the expected judgment of the 
Remonstrant position. 


20 “Acta Synodi Nationalis habitae Dordrechti; sess. 70. This official manuscript of the 
Acts of the Synod is found in OSA, vol. 49(0), among the autographa of the Synod 
(hereafter cited as Acta Authentica). The Dutch translation is “het besluyt, dat is de 
Canones? Acta ofte Handelinghen des Synodi, ... ghehouden ... tot Dordrecht, Anno 1618 
ende 1619 (Dordrecht, 1621), sess. 70. 

?! Acta Authentica, sess. 73. Hales (see above, n. 17), p. 94, called this a "scriptum 
didacticum” and noted that it was to appear in both Dutch and Latin. 

22 Acta Authentica, sess. 73. 

23 Hales, Golden Remains (see above, n. 17), p. 95. 

24 Later in 1620 the South Holland provincial synod also attempted to get these two 
writings composed, but nothing came of it. J. Reitsma and S. van Veen, eds., Acta der 
provinciale en particuliere synoden, gehouden in de Noordelijke Nederlanden gedurende de 
jaren 1572-1620, 8 vols. (Groningen, 1892-1899), 3: 439-440. 
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It is noteworthy that in the course of these proceedings there was a 
behind-the-scenes attempt to get the Synod to draw up a common con- 
fession for all Reformed churches. On 8 December French theologian 
Pierre Du Moulin, who was prevented by the French king from attend- 
ing the Synod as a delegate, proposed in a letter that the Synod should 
compose a confession of faith derived from the confessions of Reformed 
churches of various nations, containing points of doctrine on which they 
all agreed while avoiding issues of ecclesiastical polity and discipline; 
after approval by the Synod this new confession would be sent to the 
home countries of the various delegations for approval.” But this mat- 
ter was not on the synodical agenda, and the delegates had no mandate 
from their home churches to pursue such a project. Yet, after various 
foreign delegates expressed interest and King James I of England rec- 
ommended having British and other selected delegates work privately 
on this project, president Bogerman asked Bishop Carleton and Palatine 
theologian Scultetus to prepare a draft of such a confession; it would be 
sent to James for his input and then to the Synod for its public approval. 
By late February, however, with dissension among some delegates about 
the Remonstrant issue, especially on Article Two, and growing time con- 
straints, Bogerman no longer thought the project of a common confes- 
sion was feasible for the Synod. The matter, never officially discussed on 
the floor of the Synod, was quietly dropped.” 

From 6 to 21 March the Synod was occupied with reading the judi- 
cia of the nineteen delegations on the Five Articles. Following the earlier 
instructions of Bogerman, these judicia all consisted of positive state- 
ments expressing the orthodox Reformed view as well as a rejection of 
Remonstrant errors. By this time it was common to refer to the expected 
synodical judgment on the Five Articles as the “Canons.” For example, 
the English delegate Walter Balcanquahall refers to the preparation of 
the “Canons” in his letters of 15, 18 February, 9, 16, and 17 March.? 

When all the judicia had been read, president Bogerman noted that 
the States General "did expect that the Canons should be made" by 


25 Du Moulins letter to British ambassador Dudley Carleton is printed in Milton, 
British Delegation (see above, n. 7), pp. 152-153. 

?6 Ibid., pp. 148, 155, 159-160, 185, 187, 195, 197-198, 204; see also Hales, Golden 
Remains (see above, n. 17), pp. 58, 65-66, 85-86, 178, and William Robert Godfrey, 
"Tensions within International Calvinism: the Debate on the Atonement at the Synod 
of Dort, 1618-1619; (Ph.D. dissertation, Stanford University, 1974), pp. 244-252. 

27 Balcanquahall5 letters are printed in Hales (see above, n. 17), pp. 102, 109, 121, 122, 
125, 130, and 135 (hereafter cited as Balcanquahall). 


THE CANONS OF DORDT 321 


Easter, ten days away.?? He then proposed that “the synodical judgment 
(judicium Synodicum) should now be formed from all of them [the 
judicia] compared with each other? For that purpose, he informed the 
Synod, he had drafted “some Canons” from these judicia, to which the 
delegations might suggest amendments.” 

The next day, 22 March, Bogerman presented his views on the form of 
the proposed Canons. “The order and style of these canons ought to be 
directed to the instruction of these churches.” They should be proposed 
simply, but not meagerly, “so that the Canons may not be scholastic or 
academic, but ecclesiastical.” On the question whether the heterodox or 
orthodox section should be first, Bogerman thought that “the doctrine 
of the truth is to be placed first because it is by nature prior??? The 
English Bishop Carleton also gave advice on how the Canons should 
be formed. He too recommended that the affirmative view be placed 
first, then the negative, and that “the style of the Canons be popular, 
not scholastic”?! The same day Bogerman dictated to the Synod the 
"Canons" he had drafted on Articles One and Two.?? Since these consisted 
of positive "articles" and a rejection of errors, it is apparent that here the 
term "Canons" referred to the whole document.?? 

This procedure immediately aroused the complaint of some foreign 
theologians that Bogerman intended to draw up the Canons by himself 
and merely dictate them to the Synod for its consent.* To resolve the 
discontent the civil delegates on 25 March advised that some foreign and 


28 Balcanquahall (see above, n. 27), p. 139. 

2? Acta Authentica, sess. 125. When the Synod ended Bogerman presented a summary 
report of the Synod's actions to the States General on 30 May. In this report he noted 
that “it was decided that from all the advices a Synodical Judgment or Canons (Judicium 
Synodael, ofte Canones) should be formed, in which on the one hand, the true doc- 
trine, agreeing with God's holy Word, and on the other hand, the false, conflicting with 
God's holy Word, should be faithfully contained, in conformity with the received advices.” 
Printed in H.H. Kuyper, Post-Acta of Nahandelingen van de Nationale Synode van Dor- 
drecht in 1618 en 1619 Gehouden (Amsterdam, 1899), p. 476. 

3° Journal of Dutch delegate Caspar Sibelius, found in Dordrecht, Stadsarchief, MS 
1113, fols. 90'-90" (hereafter cited as Sibelius). This passage is printed in Klaas Dijk, De 
strijd over infra- en supralapsarisme in de gereformeerde kerken van Nederland (Kampen, 
1912), Bijlage C, pp. xviii-xix. 

31 Sibelius (see above, n. 30), fol. 92"; printed in Dijk, Strijd (see above, n. 30), p. xix. 

32 Acta, sess. 126-127. 

33 Bogerman's dictated draft is printed in D.J. de Groot, ‘Stukken met betrekking tot 
de opstelling der Dordtsche Canones; Bijdragen en Mededeelingen van het Historisch 
Genootschap (gevestigd te Utrecht) 59 (1937), 163-174. 

** Balcanquahall (see above, n. 27), p. 140. 
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Dutch theologians work with the president and the assessors to draft 
the Canons. The Synod approved this advice and appointed a drafting 
committee of nine? 

For about three weeks the Synod did not officially meet while the 
drafting committee was at work. Working from Bogermans draft the 
committee prepared its own draft of the Canons, which it revised twice, 
before coming up with the final version of the Canons. After receiving 
the Bogerman draft and each of the three committee drafts, the various 
delegations had an opportunity to suggest amendments.?ó 

Reflecting the general structure of the judicia, all of these drafts con- 
sisted of a positive section setting forth orthodox Reformed doctrine 
and a negative section of rejected errors. It is interesting to observe the 
terminology used for each section in these drafting documents. Quite 
consistently the drafting committee referred to statements of the pos- 
itive section as “articles (articuli)? and statements rejecting errors as 
"canons (canones)? For example, one of its documents (dated 8 April) is 
called "Observations on the Articles and Canons (Articulos et Canones) 
concerning Election and Reprobation gathered from the Judgments of 
the whole Synod?" In another document (dated 12 April) the com- 
mittee noted a Gelderland suggestion that "canons" judge and "articles" 
declare.’ It is apparent that the committee was attempting to be precise 
in its usage. The documents with amendment suggestions from the var- 
ious delegations, however, are not as precise or consistent. They refer to 
the positive articles sometimes as “articles; sometimes as “theses,” and 
sometimes as "canons? And sometimes they refer to the whole docu- 
ment as the “Canons,” by now a fairly popular designation for the pro- 
posed document. 

On 16, 18, and 23 April the full Synod after some final changes 
approved the final version of the Canons.? Then on the 23rd three 
copies were signed by all delegates. The whole document is titled, “The 


35 Acta, sess. 128; Balcanquahall (see above, n. 27), pp. 146-147. 

36 On the various drafts, amendment suggestions, and drafting committee documents, 
see my article in this volume, “The Drafting of the Canons of Dordt: A Preliminary Survey 
of Early Drafts and Related Documents: 

37 OSA, vol. 5, p. 169; see also pp. 174, 135, 137, 155, 160, 168, 163, 190. 

38 “Judicat de Canonibus reijciendis, non de Articulis veritatem asserentibus.” OSA, 
vol. 5, p. 138. 

?? OSA, vol. 5, pp. 189, 211. 

40 OSA, vol. 5, pp. 193, 215. 

^! OSA, vol. 5, pp. 143, 151, 193. 

42 Acta, sess. 129, 131, and 136. 
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Judgment (Judicium) of the Synod of Dordt on the Five Main Points of 
Doctrine in Dispute in the Netherlands"? This title clearly indicates that 
the document was officially regarded as the Synod's judgment or judicial 
decision on the Arminian controversy. Each chapter begins with a section 
of “articles” presenting the Reformed view, followed by a “rejection of 
errors (Rejectio errorum)? The term “Canons” is not used, even though 
the document was popularly known as such. In the synodical literature 
the Canons are sometimes also referred to as the Explanation (Declaratio, 
verclaringe) of the Synod on the Five Articles. 

On 22 April the Synod approved a Conclusion to the Canons that 
refers to both its positive and negative sections: 


And so this is the clear, simple, and straightforward declaration (declaratio, 
verclaringe)* of the orthodox teaching of the Five Articles in dispute in 
the Netherlands, as well as the rejection of the errors (errorum reiectio, 
verwerpinghe der dolinghen) by which the Dutch churches have for some 
time been disturbed. This the Synod judges to be derived from God's Word 
and in agreement with the confessions of the Reformed churches.*é 


A few days later a preface was also added to the Canons." It contains 
some pertinent comments reflecting how the Synod at this point per- 
ceived the nature and purpose of the Canons. 


[The States General convened the Synod] so that, by the common judg- 
ment (judicio) of so many theologians of the Reformed churches, those 
dogmas of Arminius and his followers might be carefully examined in this 
renowned Synod and adjudicated (dijudicarentur) from God's Word alone; 
that true doctrine might be firmly established (stabiliretur) and the false 
rejected (rejiceretur); and that concord, peace, and tranquility might, by 
divine blessing, be restored to the Dutch churches .... 


This Synod, for the glory of God, and for the integrity of saving faith, 
the tranquility of consciences, and the peace and well-being of the Dutch 
Churches, decided that the following judgment (judicium, oordeel) should 
be promulgated (promulgandum), in which both the true view, agreeing 


5 '[he only extant originally signed copy is preserved in OSA, vol. 52(R). It is titled, 
"Judicium Synodi Dordracenae de Quinque Doctrinae Capitibus in Belgio Controversis.” 

44 Acta, sess. 136; Kuyper, Post-Acta (see above, n. 29), pp. 124, 150, 186, 188-189, 
229. This is most prominently the case in Dordt’s forms of subscription (see below). 

^5 The first draft of the Conclusion here used the term “expositione; the second draft 
the term “confessio? Printed in Dijk, Strijd (see above, n. 30), pp. 190, 196. 

^6 Acta, sess. 136; J.N. Bakhuizen van den Brink, ed., De Nederlandse belijdenis- 
geschriften in authentieke teksten (Amsterdam, 1976), pp. 278-279. 

47 Balcanquahall (see above, n. 27), p. 160, indicates that the preface was not finally 
approved until 29 April, although the Acta, sess. 140, speaks of its approval already on 
25 April. 
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with God's Word, concerning the aforesaid five main points of doctrine is 
explained (exponitur), and the false view, disagreeing with God's Word, is 
rejected (rejicitur).^ 


On 24 April, the day after the Canons were signed, President Bogerman 
asked the Synod to approve a synodical censure or Sentence (Sententia) 
ofthe Remonstrants who had been cited before the Synod. This Sentence 
declared the cited Remonstrants guilty of error, scandal, and intolerable 
obstinancy against the decisions of the Synod and the States General, and 
deposed them from their ecclesiastical offices. It committed the other 
Remonstrants to the provincial synods, classes, and consistories, and 
asked these assemblies to meet 


in order that they may diligently take care that they do not admit any 
to the sacred ministry who refuse to subscribe to and teach the doctrine 
declared in these synodical decisions (doctrinae hisce Synodicis constitu- 
tionibus declaratae subscribere eamque docere recuset); and retain no one 
whose clear disagreement can violate the doctrine approved with so much 
unanimity in this Synod and again disturb the unity of the pastors and the 
tranquility of the churches.” 


This part of the Sentence occasioned a debate among some of the Dutch 
delegates about whether those who would not subscribe to the Canons, 
yet promised never to speak or teach publicly or privately against them, 
might be tolerated. Bogerman cut off this debate by declaring that this 
was a particular issue that ought to be left completely to the discretion 
of the provincial synods; neither did he know how much toleration the 
States General might allow.^? 

On the same day the Sentence was approved by a majority of delegates, 
though some of the foreign theologians abstained from giving their 
support because they considered the discipline of Remonstrant ministers 
to be a Dutch matter outside their jurisdiction.?! 


48 Acta, sess. 140; Bakhuizen van den Brink, Belijdenisgeschriften (see above, n. 46), 
pp. 228-229. 

^ Acta, sess. 138; Bakhuizen van den Brink, Belijdenisgeschriften (see above, n. 46), 
p. 282. 

5° Balcanquahall (see above, n. 27), p. 155. 

5! Acta, sess. 138. English delegate Balcanquahall was surprised that the Sentence 
appeared so suddenly on the agenda, and he considered it much too harsh: “This mater 
of the personal censure which was a thing of great consequence, we were never made 
acquainted with before the very instant in which it came to be read. ... between the 
Forenoon and the Afternoon Session, there was strange labouring with the Exteri for 
getting their consent to it; yet we meddled not with it; all I can say is, me thinketh it 
is hard, that every man should be deposed from his Ministry, who will not hold every 
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The requirement that the Canons be subscribed, first mentioned here 
in the Sentence, marks a major step toward giving the Canons a confes- 
sional status. Yet, even now it does not appear that the Synod was think- 
ing of the Canons as a new confessional standard or document with con- 
fessional status. Rather, subscription was required since it was the most 
effective means of enforcing the doctrinal judgment made in the Canons 
and of preventing Remonstrant error in the Dutch Reformed churches. 

On 26 April the civil delegates delivered a signed copy of the Canons to 
the States General in Den Haag and reported on the actions of the Synod. 
The next day the States General responded with a resolution that it was 
very happy that the Synod had been unanimous in its decision on the Five 
Articles. It also decided that the Canons ought to be publicly promulgated 
as quickly as possible.°* So, on 6 May the members of the Synod marched 
in a solemn procession to the Grote Kerk of Dordrecht where a crowded 
assembly had gathered to hear the Canons be officially proclaimed to the 
world. There the Canons and synodical Sentence were publicly read and 
promulgated (praelectum ac promulgatum) in Latin by the two synodical 
secretaries Dammanus and Hommius. They also read the names of 
those who signed the Canons, and each member, upon hearing his 
name, testified his fidelity to the Canons by doffing his hat.” This public 
ceremony should not be interpreted as acknowledging the confessional 
status of the Canons; rather, it was an official public recognition of the 
Canons as the Synod's judicial decision on the Remonstrant case. 

The foreign theologians were then dismissed and the Synod turned to 
matters specifically of Dutch concern. One ofthe matters treated in these 
final sessions was the preparation of a new form of subscription, an issue 
brought to the Synod by a gravamen from the South Holland provincial 
synod: 

Since the Remonstrants by their own hand sign the forms of our unity 
(formulis nostrae unionis), that is, the Confession and the Catechism, 


and yet interpret them wrongly, the National Synod is asked how it can 
counteract this mischief, and that it see fit to read the form of subscription 


particular Canon; never did any Church of old, nor any Reformed Church propose so 
many Articles to be held sub poena excommunicationis.” Balcanquahall (see above, n. 27), 
pp. 145-146. 

52 J.G. Smit, ed., Resolutién der Staten-Generaal, Nieuwe Reeks 1610-1670 (’s-Graven- 
hage, 1975), 4:108-109. 

55 Acta, sess. 153; Balcanquahall (see above, n. 27), p. 166. 
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prepared in the [South Holland] Synod of Delft and consider whether 
this form may protect the churches enough against the quibbling and 
reservations of all who are evasive.’ 


In response to this gravamen the Synod of Dordt decided on 15 May to 
draft a new form of subscription that required that ministers subscribe 
not only to the Belgic Confession and Heidelberg Catechism, but also to 
the Canons: 


It was decided that a carefully prepared form of subscription (formulam 
subscriptionis) should be drawn up, by which ministers of the churches 
may subscribe (subscribant) to the Confession, the Catechism, and the 
Synodical Explanation (Declarationi Synodicae, sijnodale verclaringhe) 
concerning the Five Articles of the Remonstrants, so that they may clearly 
bear witness to their orthodoxy and that the wrongful evasions of some 
about subscription may be prevented.” 


On 17 May, when a draft of the new form of subscription for ministers 
was ready for approval, the Synod again affirmed its decision: 


It was decided that to bear witness to their unanimity (consensum) in 
orthodox doctrine each and every minister of the divine Word ought to 
subscribe to the Confession and Catechism of these churches and to the 
Canons or Explanations (Canonibus seu Declarationibus) of this Synod. 
And to prevent in this subscription the wrongful evasions of some, this 
form should be used for subscription; it was read and approved.°° 


As approved this form of subscription read: 


We the undersigned ministers of the divine Word ... do hereby sin- 
cerely and in good conscience before the Lord, declare by this our sub- 
scription that we heartily believe and are persuaded that all the articles 
and points of doctrine contained in the Confession and Catechism of 
the Reformed churches in the Netherlands, together with the explanation 
(Declarationem, verclaringe) of some points of the aforesaid doctrine made 
by the National Synod of Dordrecht, 1619, agree in everything with the 
Word of God. We promise therefore that we shall diligently teach the afore- 
said doctrine and faithfully defend it ....°” 


54 Printed in Kuyper, Post- Acta (see above, n. 29), p. 424. 

°° Acta Authentica, sess. 159; Kuyper, Post-Acta (see above, n. 29), pp. 123-124. This 
decision was reaffirmed in similar words the next day when a committee was appointed 
to draft the new form. Kuyper, Post-Acta (see above, n. 29), p. 150. On the background of 
confessional subscription in the Dutch churches, see my article, “The Origin of the Form 
of Subscription in the Dutch Reformed Tradition; Calvin Theological Journal 42 (2007), 
256-282. 

*6 Acta Authentica, sess. 164; Kuyper, Post-Acta (see above, n. 29), p. 186. 

°7 Kuyper, Post-Acta (see above, n. 29), pp. 186-187. 
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The Synod also adopted forms of subscription with similar wording 
for schoolteachers and for theology professors.” 

Even though the Synod of Dordt did not make a specific decision 
to adopt the Canons as a new confession, including it in the form of 
subscription to be subscribed along with the Belgic Confession and 
Heidelberg Catechism de facto gave the Canons a confessional status 
parallel to these two official forms of unity. Requiring subscription meant 
that the Canons would function in the Dutch Reformed churches as a 
confessional standard by which to judge the orthodoxy of its leaders. 

Nevertheless, in actual practice it was some time before the Canons 
were fully recognized as having confessional status on a level with the 
Confession and Catechism. 

Even in the Church Order of Dordt the Canons were not accorded the 
same status. When, in its later sessions, the Synod adopted its Church 
Order—a revision of the 1586 Church Order—articles 53 and 54 were 
not amended to make them consistent with the new forms of subscrip- 
tion. Thus, as in the 1586 Church Order, article 53 ofthe Church Order of 
Dordt required ministers and theology professors to subscribe to the Bel- 
gic Confession, without adding the Canons or even the Catechism; and 
article 54 only required schoolteachers to subscribe to the Confession or 
the Catechism.?? 

After the close of the Synod on 29 May, one soon begins to see how the 
Canons of Dordt actually functioned in the Dutch Reformed churches. 
In the summer and fall of 1619 the various provincial synods and classes 
met and began to implement Dordt's major decisions. All pastors were 
required to subscribe to the Canons by use of the form of subscription 
prepared by Dordt. Most Remonstrant ministers refused to subscribe 
to the Canons, and so about 200 of them were suspended or deposed 
from their offices. The minutes of these provincial synods are full of 
disciplinary proceedings against individual Remonstrants who refused 
to sign the form of subscription.9? 


58 Ibid., pp. 188-189, 229. 

° P. Biesterveld and H.H. Kuyper, eds., Kerkelijk Handboekje (Kampen, 1905), pp. 
240-241; cf. EL. Rutgers, ed., Acta van de Nederlandsche synoden der zestiende eeuw 
(Dordrecht, 1980), pp. 498-499. See also Kuyper, Post-Acta (see above, n. 29), p. 311. 

60 Reitsma and Van Veen, Acta (see above, n. 24), 2: 65-66, 72-89, 993 3: 327, 335- 
389, 395, 406-409; 4: 318-319, 321-326, 330-331; 5: 172, 187-188, 315, 318, 321, 323; 
6: 272-273, 277-278, 280, 408-421, 428-434, 437, 439-442; 7: 372; 8: 240-241, 244- 
245. That the Canons officially functioned also in Friesland is shown by J. Hovius, ‘Zijn 
de Dordtse Leerregels van 1619 in Friesland aangenomen en ingevoerd?, in Uw knecht 
hoort (Amsterdam, 1979), pp. 11-44. 
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As the Canons were used in the Dutch Reformed churches they soon 
came to be fully recognized as having confessional status. A good indica- 
tor of when this occurred is when the Canons began to be called a “form 
of unity" along with the Confession and Catechism. Already at this time 
this was a technical term for documents with confessional status.$! 

In the Reformed churches of the Low Countries, signing of the Bel- 
gic Confession was required as early as 1563.9? Adherence to the Heidel- 
berg Catechism was asked of candidates for the ministry already at the 
Convent of Wezel (1568), but in the next two decades Dutch Reformed 
synods required subscription only to the Confession and not the Cate- 
chism.® By 1593, however, the Heidelberg Catechism was beginning to 
be signed as a confessional standard alongside the Belgic Confession.“ 
A few years after the turn of the century both the Confession and Cate- 
chism began to be called "forms of unity (formulieren van eenicheyt, for- 
mulae consensus); and this became a familiar phrase in the Arminian 
controversy before and during the Synod of Dordt.56 


61 The concept in this confessional sense likely derives from the Lutheran Formula 
concordiae of 1580; Bakhuizen van den Brink, Belijdenisgeschriften (see above, n. 46), 
p. 50. 

62 N.C. Kist, ‘De Synoden der Nederlandsche Hervormde Kerken onder het kruis, 
gedurende de jaren 1563-1577; Nederlandsch Archief voor Kerkelijke Geschiedenis 9 
(1849), 135. 

$$ Rutgers, Acta (see above, n. 59), pp. 15, 56, 134, 154, 155, 237, 247, 390, and 498. The 
development of confessional writings in the Dutch Reformed churches is examined by 
J. Borsius, 'Overzigt van het trapswijze toegenomen en bekrachtigde gezag der Geloofsbe- 
lijdenis en van den Catechismus, als Formulieren van Eenigheid in de Nederl. Herv. Kerk; 
Archief voor Kerkelijke Geschiedenis 9 (1838), 285-376, and E. Knipscheer, De invoering 
en de waardeering der gereformeerde belijdenisschriften in Nederland voor 1618 (Leiden, 
1907). 

64 Reitsma and Van Veen, Acta (see above, n. 24), 1: 172; 3: 15; A. Fanoy, ‘Het onder- 
teekeningsformulier van de dienaren des Woords, Gereformeerd Theologisch Tijdschrift 
28 (1928), 488; cf. Knipscheer, Invoering (see above, n. 63), pp. 193-194. 

$5 For example, Jacobus Arminius, Verklaring (1608), ed. G.J. Hoenderdaal (Lochem, 
1960), pp. 130, 135-136; Schriftelicke Conferentie, gehouden in s-Gravenhaghe inde Iare 
1611 (s-Gravenhage, 1612), pp. 15-17, 72; Naerder-Bericht end openinge vande pro- 
ceduren by den Kercken-dienaren Remonstranten ghehouden inde teghenwoordighe ver- 
schillen (s Gravenhage, 1612), p. 57; Copye van seker vertooch onlanghs by eenighe pre- 
dicanten der Ghereformeerde Kercke ghedaen aende Mo. Ed. Heeren Staten van Hollandt 
ende West-Vrieslandt (Delft, 1617), fol. Biiii; Klaer ende grondich teghen-vertoogh van 
eenighe kercken-dienaren van Hollandt ende West- Vrieslandt, gestelt tegen seker Vertoogh 
der Remonstranten (Amsterdam, 1617), pp. 91-96; and Festus Hommius, Specimen Con- 
troversiarum Belgicarum (Leiden, 1618), praefatio. 

$6 For examples in the minutes of provincial synods just prior to Dordt, see Reitsma 
and Van Veen, Acta (see above, n. 24), 2: 18; 3: 293, 294, 297, 299, 305, 318, 319, 320; 
5: 147. For examples at the Synod of Dordt, see Acta, sess. 3, 29, 42; Acta et Scripta 
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That the Canons only gradually came to be acknowledged as a “form 
of unity" is evident in the fact that after the Synod of Dordt one finds 
instances where the "forms of unity" include the Confession and Cate- 
chism but not yet the Canons. For example, on 3 August 1619 at the South 
Holland provincial synod of Leiden, Nicolaes Tijckmaekers recanted his 
Remonstrant views and promised "that I shall present to the congrega- 
tion the pure truth following God's Word and according to the forms of 
unity together with the explanations (formulieren van eenicheijt midts- 
gaders de verclaringhen) of the national synod?" And in its dedicatory 
letter to the printed Acta of Dordt, dated 27 March 1620, the States Gen- 
eral noted that the "Canons" were unanimously approved by all members 
ofthe Synod and then stated that ^we also saw to it that the very Forms of 
our Unity (Unionis nostrae Formulas), namely the Confession and Cate- 
chism used here till now, were carefully reviewed by them according to 
the norm of the divine Word? 

But in the months and years after the close of the Synod one also begins 
to find instances where the concept "forms of unity" does include not 
only the Confession and Catechism but also the Canons. The earliest 
example I know of is found in a protest first presented orally to Classis 
Dordrecht in April 1620 by Contra-Remonstrant ministers Johannes 
Becius and Johannes Bocardus, who signed Dordts form of subscription 
but with reservations: 


Johannes Becius and Joh. Bocardus, being called upon to sign the forms of 
unity, the Catechism, the Confession and also the Canons (formulieren van 
eenicheit, Catechismo, Confessie alsooc Canonibus) of the national synod in 
accordance with the document prepared by the national synod, explained 
that they are ready and willing to do so, just as indeed they immediately 
signed this document, but they also explained that they understand this 
document in this way: first, that in regard to the refuting of errors that 
conflict with the aforesaid forms (voorschreven formulieren), each of them 


Synodalia Dordracena Ministrorum Remonstrantium im Foederato Belgio (Harderwijk, 
1620), 1: 20; Historisch Verhael van't ghene sich toeghedraeghen heeft binnen Dordrecht, 
in de Jaeren 1618 ende 1619 ([Amsterdam], 1623), fol. 62*; Kuyper, Post-Acta (see above, 
n. 29), pp. 169, 424, 485; cf. A. Th. van Deursen, Bavianen en slijkgeuzen (Assen, 1974), 
P. 407. 

67 Reitsma and Van Veen, Acta (see above, n. 24), 3: 353; Van Deursen, Bavianen (see 
above, n. 66), p. 409; see p. 415 for a similar case from November 1622. 

$8 Acta, dedicatory letter. For similar examples see Reitsma and Van Veen, Acta (see 
above, n. 24), 3: 361, 380, 421, 450; 6: 442, cf. 413. 
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might do this in such a way as they in good conscience shall find most 
fitting for the edification of the congregation and in accord with the 
demands and occasion of the text they are treating ....° 


Some other examples are evident in the 1622 debate whether the Leiden 
theology faculty should sign the form of subscription for theology pro- 
fessors prepared by Dordt. When pressured by the South Holland synod 
to sign the “Catechism, Confession, and Canons" by use of this form 
of subscription, the theology faculty wrote in reply that "they held the 
doctrine contained in the aforesaid forms (voorsegde formulieren) con- 
formable in everything with God's Word,’ and that they had “bound the 
same forms (deselve formulieren) in the book" which they signed and kept 
in their archives." In their report on the matter to the South Holland 
synod held in July 1622, delegates of Classis Leiden noted that they had 
admonished the Leiden theology professors “to sign the forms of unity 
in doctrine (formulieren der eenicheyt in de leere);" the professors replied 
"that most of them had previously signed the aforesaid forms (voorsz. 
formulieren)?” 

One more instance where the Canons are included among the “forms 
of unity" appears in an ordinance for the Statencollege of Leiden (1 
October 1631), which prescribes that the regent of the college must sign 
"the Forms of unity in doctrine (Formulieren van eenigheyt inde Leere), 
namely the Confession and Catechism of the Dutch Churches, together 
with the further explanations or Canons (midtsgaders de naerdere verk- 
laringen oft Canones) made in the recent National Synod of Dordrecht"? 

From this story of the formation and early functioning of the Canons 
I draw several conclusions: 


© Reitsma and Van Veen, Acta (see above, n. 24), 3: 448. Likewise at the synod 
of Utrecht in September 1620 the Canons, Confession, and Catechism are all called 
"formulieren" that should be bound together and thus be jointly signed (ibid., 6: 444). 
There may also be an early example at the synod of Utrecht in August 1619 (ibid., 6: 437), 
but here "formulieren der eenicheyt” may well refer to forms of subscription; on occasion 
the phrase was used in this sense (ibid., 6: 411, 444). 

70 A. Eekhof, De Theologische Faculteit te Leiden in de 17de eeuw (Utrecht, 1921), 
pp. 26-27. 

7! W. Knuttel, ed., Acta der Particuliere Synoden van Zuid-Holland 1621-1700 ('s- 
Gravenhage, 1908), 1: 46. 

72 Nikolaas Wiltens, ed., Kerkelyk Plakaat-boek, behelzende de Plakaaten, Ordonnan- 
tien, ende Resolutien, over de Kerkelyke Zaken ('s-Gravenhage, 1722), 1: 293. 
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1. The original intention of the Canons of Dordt was that they serve, not 
as a new confessional standard, but rather as the judgment or judicial 
decision of the Synod on the Five Articles of the Remonstrants. Thus the 
bulk of the Synod's time was spent examining Remonstrant views and 
rendering its judgment on these views as biblically erroneous. And thus 
the Canons were framed in five points in response to the Five Articles. 
As a judgment the Canons first of all needed to present a rejection of 
Remonstrant errors. So the rejection of errors sections best expressed the 
primary intent of the Canons. 


2. The positive sections expressing the orthodox Reformed view were 
added as an afterthought well into the synodical proceedings. Initially it 
was anticipated that a separate positive document would be prepared in 
addition to the synodical judgment, but following the twofold structure 
of the judicia of the nineteen delegations the positive section became 
folded into the synodical judgment. The purpose of the positive section 
was to make evident the orthodox biblical basis on which the negative 
judgment was grounded, and to remove the confusion in the churches 
caused by the doctrinal controversy by establishing them more firmly in 
the truth. Because it was customary in theological discussion to present 
the truth before rejecting error, the positive section was placed first 
in the Canons, even though the rejection of errors was the primary 
intent. 


3. Since they were primarily intended to be a judgment on Arminianism, 
the Canons were originally titled a "Judgment" of the Synod on the five 
points in dispute. This is evident not only in the title of the original 
manuscript, but also in the titles ofthe first printed editions ofthe Canons 
in Latin (Judicium), Dutch (Oordeel), French (Iugement), and English 
(Iudgement), all published in 1619.” 


4. The term "canons" was used in various ways at the Synod of Dordt. 
While the term could sometimes be used in reference to synodical 


73 Iudicium Synodi Nationalis, Reformatarum Ecclesiarum Belgicarum, habitae Dor- 
drechti, Anno 1618 & 1619 (Dordrecht, 1619); Oordeel des Synodi Nationalis der Gere- 
formeerde Kercken van de Vereenichde Nederlanden, ghehouden binnen Dordrecht, inden 
Jare 1618 ende 1619 (Dordrecht, 1619); Iugement du Synode National, des Eglises Re- 
formees du Pays-Bas, tenu à Dordrecht, l' An 1618 & 1619 (Dordrecht, 1619); The Iudge- 
ment of the Synode holden at Dort, concerning the five Articles (London, 1619). 
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decisions in general/* and to articles of church order,” even during the 
course of the Synod “Canons” became the popular term to describe the 
synodical judgment, though not its official name. Different delegates 
variously used the term “canons” to refer to the positive articles, the 
rejected errors, and most commonly to the whole document. But the 
drafting committee more precisely reserved the term “canons” for the 
negative statements in the rejection of errors section. This reflected the 
customary usage of other councils, for example, the Council of Trent, 
which called anathematized statements “canons.’”° This should be seen 
as the primary meaning of the term “Canons,” even when the term was 
extended to refer popularly to the whole document. 


5. In church history a synodical judgment on a doctrinal case does not 
necessarily or usually become a new confessional standard. That is evi- 
dent even at the Synod of Dordt which also made doctrinal judgments on 
the beliefs of Conrad Vorstius and the Geesteranus brothers." Because 
the Arminian controversy was a major threat to doctrinal orthodoxy and 
to the peace ofthe Dutch Reformed churches, the Synod felt the need for 
strong measures to distinguish Reformed orthodoxy from Remonstrant 
error and to discipline proponents ofthe latter. In this context the Canons 
came to have confessional status. 


6. Once the Canons as a synodical judgment were required to be sub- 
scribed by all ministers, as prescribed by the Sentence on the cited 
Remonstrants and by the forms of subscription, they began to function 
as a doctrinal standard by which the orthodoxy of church leaders was 
enforced. Then it was only natural that they came to be regarded as having 
a confessional status on the same level as the Confession and Catechism. 
Yet, full recognition of the Canons' confessional status was achieved only 
as they gradually came to be known as one of the three “forms of unity.” 


74 For example, the States General's articles to convene the Synod specified that 
whatever decisions were passed by majority shall be held *pro conclusione Synodali sive 
Canone" Acta, sess. 4. 

7» For example, "Canones Regiminis Ecclesiastici? Acta Authentica, sess. 156; Kuyper, 
Post-Acta (see above, n. 29), p. 110. 

76 H. Schroeder, ed., The Canons and Decrees of the Council of Trent (Rockford, 1978), 
PP. 42; 51; 79, 101, 149, 162; H. Jedin, A History of the Council of Trent, 2 vols. (St. Louis, 
1957-1961), 2: 240, 310. 

77 Acta, sess. 138, 152. 
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7. As Reformed orthodoxy became firmly established after the Remon- 
strant leaders were deposed, the rejection of errors section of the Canons 
no longer had immediate relevance. Once the crisis had abated, this sec- 
tion had largely served its purpose. With the shift of focus from synodical 
judgment to confessional standard, the positive articles emerged as pri- 
mary. 


IMAGINING THE SYNOD OF DORDT 
AND THE ARMINIAN CONTROVERSY 


JOKE SPAANS 


The Synod of Dordrecht was a memorable event, in all the meanings 
of the word ‘memorable’ It was an important moment in European 
history and the history of Reformed Protestantism. It is also memorable 
in the literal sense of 'easily remembered: It is fixed in our memories, 
not only because we have factual knowledge of the when, where, and 
why of the proceedings, but also because paintings and prints enable 
us to actually visualize it. This makes the Synod special. The majority 
of events that have made the textbooks for church history have not 
inspired contemporary artwork. This is annoying for church historians 
today who want to illustrate their work. It also begs the question what 
kind of impression the theological and ecclesiastical battles during the 
Twelve Years’ Truce made on a seventeenth century audience—or rather, 
how it was presented to this audience. Today an international summit 
meeting, which the Synod of Dordrecht was for its own time, would 
certainly make the headlines of the newspapers, and be on the evening 
news. As newspapers were still in their infancy in the 1610s, information 
on matters of public interest flowed along different channels: official 
proclamations, semi-private letters, pamphlets, popular prints, morality 
plays, protest songs, handwritten pasquinades posted in public places.! 
These various media represented diverging interests, from public au- 
thority to disaffected individuals. Their audience, however, cut across dis- 
tinctions of rank. They were read, viewed, and sung by high and low. A 
professional class of writers, drawers, engravers, and printers that catered 
to official and unofficial and illegal publications indiscriminately, as long 
as there was a profit to be made, produced this kind of news service. News 
was distributed in a lively but somewhat segmented market, of interlock- 
ing public and covert channels, by booksellers, peddlers, and, in ways 
hard to reconstruct nowadays, among friends and connoisseurs. Theirs 


! Christi M. Klinkert, Nassau in het nieuws. Nieuwsprenten van Maurits van Nassaus 
militaire ondernemingen uit de periode 1590-1600 (Zutphen, 2005), pp. 38-42. 
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was, however, not an open market. Censorship suppressed opinions that 
were unwelcome to the authorities or harmful to privileged institutions 
and ‘persons of quality? 

By and large all these news media shared a common language, that 
strikes modern readers as preachy and tedious, but may more accurately 
described as holistic. It presents society as a complex organism that, 
in order to live and flourish, should be in a state of equilibrium. Early 
modern news was never impartial. It could speak with the voice of 
authority which stated that its benign rule was the best way to maintain 
that desired harmony. It could also represent a particular ‘opinion —a 
concept with strong negative connotations, as harmful to the ideal of 
equilibrium and harmony. And of course it could be anything in between. 
The holistic message was most poignantly conveyed through allegory or 
emblem, a genre that was enormously popular at the time.? 

To some extent this emblematic language is present in all the prints on 
the outcome ofthe Arminian Controversies, and the Synod of Dordrecht 
in particular. The originals are mostly contained in the collections of 
"historical prints' of Frederik Muller, Abraham van Stolk, and Simon van 
Gijn, now in the Print Cabinet of the Rijksmuseum in Amsterdam, in 
the Historisch Museum Rotterdam, and Museum Van Gijn in Dordrecht 
respectively. For the most part these prints are well known. This is due 
to two books in particular, to which I am much indebted: the volume 


? José de Kruif, Marijke Meijer Drees, Jeroen Salman, eds., Het lange leven van 
het pamflet. Boekhistorische, iconografische, literaire en politieke aspecten van pamflet- 
ten 1600-1900 (Hilversum, 2006); Daniel R. Horst, De Opstand in zwart-wit. Propagan- 
daprenten uit de Nederlandse Opstand 1566-1584 (Zutphen, 2003), pp. 11-36; Judith Poll- 
mann and Andrew Spicer, Public Opinion and Changing Identities in the Early Modern 
Netherlands. Essays in Honour of Alastair Duke (Leiden/Boston, 2007); Ingrid Weekhout, 
Boekencensuur in de Noordelijke Nederlanden. Een verkennend onderzoek naar de vrijheid 
van drukpers in de zeventiende eeuw |IJkpunt 1650] (Den Haag, 1998). 

? K. Porteman, Inleiding tot de Nederlandse emblemataliteratuur (Groningen, 1977); 
Bart Ramakers, ^s Lands wijs, ’s lands eer. Vorm en inhoud van de Vlaardingse spelen 
van 1616, in: Bart Ramakers, Op de Hollandse parnas. De Vlaardingse rederijkerswedstrijd 
van 1616 (Zwolle, 2006), pp. 65-125, there 79; WJ. van Asselt, ‘De neus van de bruid. De 
profetische en zinnebeeldige godgeleerdheid van Henricus Groenewegen en Johannes 
d'Outrein; in Profetie en godsspraak in de geschiedenis van het christendom. Studies 
over de historische ontwikkeling van een opvallend verschijnsel, ed. F.G.M. Broeyer and 
E.M.V.M. Honée (Zoetermeer, 1997), pp. 163-184. 

^ Descriptions are in the print catalogues of Frederik Muller, De Nederlandsche 
geschiedenis in platen. Beredeneerde beschrijving van Nederlandse historieplaten, zin- 
neprenten en historische kaarten, 4 vols. (Amsterdam, 1863-1882) and G. van Rijn, Atlas 
van Stolk. Katalogus der Historie-, Spot- en Zinneprenten betrekkelijk de Geschiedenis der 
Nederlanden, 10 vols. (Amsterdam 1895-1931). 
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on the Synod edited by W. van 't Spijker and others in 1987 and the 
1993 companion volume to an exhibition in Museum Catharijneconvent 
dealing with the Arminian controversy. Both works give attention to the 
‘media coverage of these events, in articles by H. Florijn and Tanja Kootte 
respectively. 

The treatment of the prints by Florijn and Kootte is mainly descriptive. 
They do not use these prints as sources for the popular perception and 
reception of the events surrounding the Arminian Controversy and the 
Synod. Tanja Kootte, however, in her very thorough article, addresses an 
interesting point, repeated by Jonathan Israel in his The Dutch Republic. 
Whereas pamphlets on the disputed matters in church and state were 
published in great numbers from about 1614, practically all prints were 
dated 1618 or later. They were not used as propaganda during the years 
of conflict, but merely commented upon their outcome. Israel ascribes 
this to censorship. City magistrates and provincial States, irrespective 
of theological leanings, prevented the lambasting of the bearers of high 
political office in popular prints. 

I would like to expand on Israel's suggestion, and demonstrate that 
censorship protected all vested authorities, both political and ecclesiasti- 
cal. Under the confessional state both were, of course, inseparable—the 
Arminian controversy and its pacification are just one example of that. 
I will argue furthermore that religion was considered even more sensi- 
tive than politics, as it was supposed to be the bond of society, the very 
guarantee of the harmony and equilibrium deemed necessary in a well- 
ordered society. The inviolability of true religion, embodied in the public 
Church, would explain why theological controversy was only selectively 
addressed in prints, why the publication of prints was limited to the final 
stages of ecclesiastical conflicts, and why religious caricature is almost 
absent. 

It is, however, also interesting to see what the prints did show, and 
which audiences printers supposed were interested in their products. 


5 W. van 't Spijker a.o., De Synode van Dordrecht in 1618 en 1619 (Houten, 1987), 
pp. 193-201. T.G. Kootte, 'Bestandstwisten in zwart-wit, in Rekkelijk of precies. Remon- 
stranten en contraremonstranten ten tijde van Maurits en Oldenbarnevelt, ed. T.G. Kootte 
(Utrecht, 1994), pp. 54-81. 

$ Jonathan I. Israel, The Dutch Republic. Its Rise, Greatness, and Fall 1477-1806 
(Oxford, 1995), p. 439. Both refer to Martin Royalton-Kisch, Adriaen van de Vennes 
Album in the Department of Prints and Drawings in the British Museum (London, 1988), 
pp. 57-61, but draw wider inferences. 
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The scope of this article does not allow for anything like completeness. 
I do, however, want to give an impression of the various types of print, 
distinguishing various genres as well as prints catering to the higher and 
lower market segment. Especially the latter is less well known. Ironically, 
the cheap prints that may have had the widest distribution have often 
been least resistant to the depredations of time." Such an overview of 
print production may help us put the controversy, and the Synod that 
resolved it, in its proper historical context. 


Newsprint and Propaganda 


The town hall of Dordrecht boasts a painting that shows the Synod 
in session. There are dozens of prints on the same subject. They differ 
slightly. Some depict the earlier sessions, in which the Remonstrant 
ministers were present. They were seated at a long table at he middle 
of the conference room. They were the accused, and their judges sat 
around them in a seating arrangement that reflected the rank and status 
of each of them. Other versions represent the later sessions and have an 
empty table in the middle of the room. Most prints have a number of 
onlookers in the public stand that fills the foreground, some showing a 
dog among them, others without. Some put a balcony over the seat of 
the English delegation, others do not. One printer published his version, 
under the resounding Latin caption DELINEATIO SYNODI DORDRACENI, 
with a privilege of the States General as the official, copyright protected, 
souvenir of the occasion.? 

This print is best known for the central picture, but its impact must 
have been determined equally by the accompanying texts. To the left is 
a poem by Jacob Cats, comparing the Synod with the Convocation of 
Jerusalem, described in Acts 11, which endorsed the mission to the Gen- 
tiles, and the Synod of Nicaea in 325 which defined the full Divinity of 


7 Jan van der Waals, Prenten in de Gouden Eeuw. Van kunst tot kastpapier (Rotter- 
dam, 2006), pp. 10-21. The prints discussed here are all from the Historisch Museum 
Rotterdam, and catalogued in Van Rijn, Atlas van Stolk (= AvS). 

8 AvS, cat. nr. 1360; Kootte, ‘Bestandstwisten; (see above, n. 5), pp. 65-68; S. Schille- 
mans, "Francois Schillemans, zijn gravure van de Nationale Synode 1618-1619 en zijn 
overig graveerwerk tijdens het Twaalfjarig Bestand; in Leeuwendeel. Artikelen aangebo- 
den aan H.W. van Leeuwen door zijn collegas ter gelegenheid van zijn afscheid van de 
gemeentelijke archiefdienst Delft (Delft, 1992), pp. 68-95. 
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Fig. 1. DELINEATIO SYNODI DORDRACENI. 
Impression of the Synod in session. 


Christ—decisions which determined the further course of Christianity. 
It describes the company here shown in session as "the fairest flower 
of all those countries not subject to Popery, those of deepest insight 
and soundest doctrine, the salt of the earth and the brightest lights 
of this world? Their decisions are to define the course of Reformed 
Protestantism, and to provide the salve that, applied with the help of the 
worldly magistrate, will heal the wounds struck by controversy. 

In this the print is highly propagandistic, endorsing the measures 
taken by the authorities in Church and State to restore unity, and stating 
plainly that the Synod of Dordrecht was meant, not only to solve a 
Dutch domestic problem, but also to reach an authoritative definition of 
a contested dogmatic point which was relevant for the entire Reformed 
Protestant world. All this is underlined by the enumeration, by country, 
of the names of all the delegates, on the right hand side of the print. 
But the simpler, cheaper newsprints, that had to make do without this 
elaborate textual commentary, were as authoritative, in showing the 
Synod as a court convened to judge the Remonstrants. 

This ‘official’ print of the Synod in full session has its counterpart 
in the, equally official and authoritative, print IUsTITIE AEN JAN VAN 
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OLDENBARNEVELT GESCHIET [Justice done to John of Oldenbarnevelt].? 
Here again a central panel, in which we see the scaffold on which the 
Landsadvocaat was beheaded on 13 May 1619, exactly a week after the 
Canons of Dordrecht were solemnly read out to a large multitude in the 
Grote Kerk in Dordrecht. The event is carefully framed. The execution 
itselfis only a very small part of the picture. Its protagonist is actually hard 
to find, half hidden behind the executioner and the wooden railings, and 
practically drowning in the sea of tiny figures on and around the scaffold. 
We see his backside, his bowed head invisible—a generic convict, lacking 
all the gravitas suggested by Vondel's poem Het stockske van Joan van 
Oldenbarnevelt, Vader des Vaderlants [On the walking stick of John of 
Oldenbarnevelt, Father of the Fatherland]. Only in the hand-colored 
version he stands out by his white shirt. 

The buildings surrounding the scaffold take up most of the space in 
this panel. The scenery of The Hague, the official seat of the States Gen- 
eral, draws the eye, rather than the execution itself. From left to right the 
print prominently shows, and identifies by printed captions, the palace 
of His Excellency Prince Maurice of Orange, the building that housed 
the Provincial Court of Holland, which had sentenced Oldenbarnevelt 
to death, and the ‘Groote Saalle; the hall where the States General held 
their meetings. People are shown watching the execution from the open 
windows of and temporary balconies connected to these buildings, and 
even from the roof of the Provincial Court. No doubt these spaces were 
reserved for VIPs who could see the execution while being seen them- 
selves. All this pictorially proclaims that the combined political elite of 
Holland and the Seven United Provinces sanctioned the event. The com- 
mon people throng around, craning their necks around the tall hats of 
the men. Several companies of uniformed guards, armed with pikes and 
arquebuses, are standing by, but there is no rioting for them to quell: even 
the populace seems to approve. 

For good measure, the print shows not only the execution of Olden- 
barnevelt, the political leader of the Arminian faction, but also the some- 
what gruesome hanging of the lead coffin with the already decomposing 
corpse of Egidius Ledenberg, who had committed suicide in prison, and, 
in the little panel at the bottom of the print, the exterior of the fortress 
Loevesteyn. Here Hugo Grotius, pensionary of Rotterdam, Romualdus 
Hogerbeets, his colleague in Leiden, and Adolf de Wael, lord of Moers- 


? AvS, cat. nr. 1416. 
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Fig. 2. IUSTITIE AEN JAN VAN OLDENBARNEVELT GESCHIET / Justice 
done to John of Oldenbarnevelt. Representation of the heads of 
the Arminian faction and the punishments meted out to them. 

Top: the execution of Van Oldenbarnevelt. Central: the coffin 
of Ledenberg exposed on the gallows. Bottom: and the 
fortress Loevestein where the others were imprisoned. 


bergen, all three, like Ledenberg, close associates of Oldenbarnevelt, were 
incarcerated. Arranged around these depictions of the typical early mod- 
ern pageant of public justice!? we see the portraits ofall these men. Facing 
the effigy of Oldenbarnevelt, in the upper left hand corner, is the portrait 
of Johannes Uytenbogaert, court preacher to the Stadholder and min- 
ister of the Walloon Church in The Hague, the principal theologian of 
the Arminians. He had evaded arrest by flight, and lived in exile in the 
Southern Netherlands. Their names, noble titles and the high offices they 
held—a reminder that they were condemned for treason against the state 
they had been beholden to serve, identify all of them. 

These prints undoubtedly sold as newsprints and souvenirs, informing 
and reminding the public of notable events. There was a market for 
such pictures, as is evident from the number of editions, in a variety 
of price-categories. The large, official representations of the Synod and 
the execution of the Arminian leaders, often printed on deluxe paper, 


10 Cf. Pieter Spierenburg, The spectacle of suffering. Executions and the evolution of 
repression, from a preindustrial metropolis to the European experience (Cambridge, 1984). 
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hand-colored or even printed on silk, must have been above all govern- 
ment propaganda, showpieces for display in official buildings, endorsing 
the new theologico-political regime. These prints express with a massive 
show of authority that justice had been done, exemplary punishments 
had been meted out and proper order had been restored. Even so, in 1619 
the sale of prints of the execution of Oldenbarnevelt and of portraits of 
the other prominent members of his faction was forbidden— presumably 
because they were also popular among those who mourned their fate and 
revered them as martyrs for the cause of state and religion." 


Allegories 


The message of these newsprints was reinforced by allegorical represen- 
tations of Prince Maurice as the protector of Dutch and even European 
Protestantism. The beautiful engraving IDEA BELGICARUM PROVINCIA- 
RUM CONFAEDERATARUM" shows the Stadholder at the helm of the ship 
of State, depicted as a man-of-war, the cannons ready for action, and run- 
ning under a minimum of sail before a favorable wind. The States Gen- 
eral surround him. Amidships seven seated ladies represent the Dutch 
seaports. The ship is crowned with flags showing the heraldic shields of 
the Seven Provinces, the Stadholder, and the tricolore. The flag at the rear 
spells Argo Concordiae, and smaller pennants flying from the mastheads 
are inscribed with the well-known mottos Tandem fit surculus arbor and 
Concordiae res parvae crescunt. The bow shows a lion holding the seven 
arrows and a lance with the liberty hat, the bowsprit holds an astrolabe. 
The Dutch Republic is thus represented as a united country and a naval 
and mercantile power to be reckoned with in the international arena, 
confidently steered ahead by the Stadholder. Among a host of personi- 
fied virtues the ship also carries Religion, shown with a cross and bridle, 
and accompanied by her defenders. The bearded gentleman at her right 
hand strongly resembles Johannes Bogerman, the president of the Synod. 

The ship threatens to drown under its keel the personifications of Envy, 
pulling the snakes she has for hair, Violence, with sword and flaming 
torch, and Duplicity, with a Janushead. It leaves floundering in its wake 
Catholics and, presumably, Arminians, who try in vain to board but 
are repelled by an armed soldier, what seems like wise statesmen and 


!! Kootte, 'Bestandstwisten; (see above, n. 5), p. 59. 
12 AvS, cat. nr. 1449. 


IMAGINING THE SYNOD AND THE ARMINIAN CONTROVERSY 343 


her “IDEA mm FOVERE CONFX 


de 

LL 
> 

ES 

n. 


eS 


Fig. 3. IDEA BELGICARUM PROVINCIARUM CONFAEDERATARUM. 
The sources of Dutch prosperity represented as the crew of a ship. 


the personification of Time, with scythe and hourglass. Divine Truth, 
personified as a naked woman holding an open Bible and crowned by 
angels with the laurel-wreath of the victorious, sends her bright rays 
over the entire scene. The light also affects the non-Christian nations of 
the world, turbaned Muslims, Americans in feathered headgear, a black 
African and sundry others. Most of them are blinded by the light, or even 
flee it, but some seem to be discussing its merits or even adore it. True 
religion, as defined by the preceding Synod, makes the Republic led by 
Stadholder Maurice a leading world power. All this is explained in the 
Dutch and Latin verses that surround the central image. 

The less well-known and probably considerably later print ROOMSCHE 
WINTGEVERS [Popish bellows blowers] limits itself to Europe.? On the 
right hand side it shows the Catholic powers: the Emperor Ferdinand at 
the organ, for which the Pope works the bellows, and seated around the 
table, singing in concert to their music, the kings of Spain and Poland and 
the (Arch) Bishops-Electors of Mainz, Cologne, and Trier. They are the 
champions of False Religion, depicted in the middle as Queen Herodias, 


13 AvS, cat. nr. 1450. 
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Fig. 4. ROOMSCHE WINTGEVERS/ Popish bellows blowers. 
Comparative imagining of the Catholic versus the Protestant powers, 
with Maurice of Orange as the protector of the Protestant religion. 


ready to collect the head of John the Baptist, who sits kneeling on the 
Bible at the left of the picture. He is the personification of True Religion, 
and has as his champions the Kings of Bohemia and England, the Duke of 
Brandenburg, and, most prominently shown, Prince Maurice of Orange 
and a Henry of Nassau, probably Frederik Hendrik. In this illustrious 
company Maurice is depicted as the principal defender of international 
Reformed Protestantism, especially of the Church of Bohemia against 
the Habsburgs and their allies. All these prints consolidate and celebrate 
the reputation of champion of Protestantism, which Maurice earned in 
1618-1619.!4 


14 Cf. on the popularity of portraits of Maurice: Israel, The Dutch Republic (see above, 
n. 6), p. 460. 


IMAGINING THE SYNOD AND THE ARMINIAN CONTROVERSY 345 


These allegorical eulogies on Maurice as the protector ofthe Protestant 
Powers in turn have a counterpart in the AFBEELDINGE VAN DE GROTE 
VISCH VAN HOLLAND (Image of the Big Fish of Holland).!° It is an 
illustrated broadsheet rather than a picture with textual commentary. The 
six columns of densely printed text contain a lengthy rhymed biography 
of Johan van Oldenbarnevelt, thinly disguised as the Big Fish. In style 
it resembles the morality plays of the Chambers of Rhetoric. Like these 
plays, instead of the name of its author, it carries a motto: Deucht teelt 
vreucht (virtue breeds joy). In an advertisement to the reader, printed at 
the end of the biography, the unnamed author claims that the text was 
composed "three months before the end; that is before the fate of the 
Big Fish was sealed and he came to a deserved end. Like a vaticinum ex 
eventu it presents itself as a prediction made before, but published after 
the fact. The author announces that he will study the affair surrounding 
the career and end of the Fish further, as he has not been able to read his 
entrails conclusively. A flying putto with a half-withdrawn mask and a 
flying banner suggests that not all has been revealed yet about the crimes 
of the Fish. 

The text presents the Big Fish as a conniving civil servant. From his 
installation in office as Landsadvocaat, the protector of Holland's inter- 
ests, he patiently used the opportunities it offered him to rub shoulders 
with those in power throughout the Republic, “to swim its rivers,’ to gain 
a network of supporters. In this way he became a power to be reckoned 
with, far exceeding the authority inherent in his office. Spanish support 
further strengthened the body of the Fish and allowed it to grow scales: 
in the background the Fish is shown eating another fish hung with large 
coins. The unassailable, treasonous monster he had thus become, the 
Landsadvocaat had then sent the Prince of Orange—on whom the alle- 
gory sometimes rubs of, making him into a sort of goldfish with orange 
fins—into grave danger, notably in Flanders. The text refers here to the 
1601 campaign to capture Ostend, which many at the time considered ill 
advised, as its risks outweighed its possible profits. 

The Prince, however, was not only unharmed and victorious, but also 
successful in a consistent policy to fend off Spanish incursions— sure 
signs of divine protection. The Fish, thwarted in his evil plans, now 
gave up the use of force, and concluded peace with the Spanish enemy 
instead. However, in secret he planned to betray the Dutch to the Spanish 


15 AvS, cat. nr. 1429; H. Hondius in 1619 designed a print with a variation on the same 
‘fable; inspired by the style of Breugel, cf. Rekkelijk of precies (see above, n. 5), p. 70. 
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Fig. 5. AFBEELDINGE VAN DE GROTE VISCH VAN HOLLAND/ 
Image of the Big Fish of Holland. Allegory on the career 
and ignominous end of John of Oldenbarnevelt. 


king. With De Groot, Ledenberg, Hogerbeets, and Moersbergen for 
accomplices, he set out to break the concord that was the most effective 
shield of the Republic against its enemies. Religion, once the plank from 
which its freedom was won, now should become its destruction. Towards 
this end, Vorstius was appointed, and Uytenbogaert, who as a minister 
had the ear of the powerful, could further the ends of the Big Fish, under 
the cloak of religion. At some length the text dwells on the hunger for 
power seen in many ministers, who cultivate their personal wealth and 
influence in urban politics more than their religion.! 


16 The same accusation is reflected in contemporary morality plays, cf. Joke Spaans, 
‘Public opinion or ritual celebration of concord? Politics, religion and society in the 
competition between the chambers of rhetoric at Vlaardingen 1616; in: Pollmann and 
Spicer, Public Opinion (see above, n. 2), pp. 189-209, there 203. 
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All these policies are shown in the picture as separate actions of the 
Big Fish. He lands Vorstius on the Frisian shore, but is repelled by its 
Stadholder, Maurices cousin Willem Lodewijk. Sibrandus Lubbertus, 
the fiery Contra-Remonstrant professor of theology in Franeker, strips 
Vorstius (also in fish shape) of his scales. The Fish carries the common 
people, who put their trust in him, on his broad back under a Remon- 
strant pulpit. He spews out waardgelders at the gates of Utrecht—but in 
the end he is caught in the nets of the Stadholder. Winged Time flying 
over the Fish at the height of its powers points to a comet, presumably 
announcing the approaching fall of the monster, and undoubtedly refer- 
ring to the comet that was seen during the sessions of the Synod of Dor- 
drecht. 


Satire 


The print of the Big Fish can be classified as allegory, as in the above, 
but also as satire. Whereas the newsprints and the allegories mainly 
reflect the outcome of the Arminian Troubles, prints that refer to the 
developments leading to that outcome often have a strong element of 
satire. From 1618, the fall of the Arminian faction was the subject of 
many high-quality satirical prints. All of them endorse the coup of the 
Stadholder and the verdict of the Synod of Dordrecht and show nothing 
but contempt for the policies of the fallen regime of Oldenbarnevelt. 

What then was, in the discourse of print, the conflict that had been 
so decisively ended?!” The theological discussions between supporters 
and opponents of Arminius (by then deceased), concerning doctrine 
and church ordinances, took place mainly from the submission of the 
Remonstrance in 1610 to the Resolution towards the Peace ofthe Church 
in 1614. It was at that time a purely internal, academic dispute, which 
disturbed leading theologians both in the ministry and at the universities, 
and, by implication, the students of the latter. Apparently, however, the 
States of Holland expected that simply prohibiting further discussion 
would suffice to put matters to rest. Neither Oldenbarnevelt nor Maurice 
held the theological differences for unbridgeable, and the ecclesiastical 
conflict was low on their lists of priorities until 1618.!? 


17 On this entire episode, see Israel, The Dutch Republic (see above, n. 6), pp. 432-463. 
15 A.Th. van Deursen, Maurits van Nassau. De winnaar die faalde (Amsterdam, 2000), 


pp. 227-234. 
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In the years 1615 and 1616 congregations started to split into fac- 
tions nicknamed Baboons (Remonstrants) and Mud-beggars (Contra- 
Remonstrants). This division gradually coalesced with growing discon- 
tent about the unequal division of the spoils of the Twelve Years’ Truce, 
which brought wealth to some, but unemployment and penury to others, 
and about the exclusion from the city magistratures of well-to-do indus- 
trialists, many of whom originated from the Southern Netherlands. In 
town after town rioting started.'? Malcontents mainly identified with the 
Contra-Remonstrants and started to look to the Stadholder as their pro- 
tector against the self-serving policies of local regents. A political divide 
opened up between the Stadholder on the one hand and Oldenbarnevelt, 
as the architect of the Truce, and his coterie of close confidants on the 
other. Arminian regents in Holland, Utrecht, and a few cities in the other 
provinces, notably Kampen and Nijmegen, increasingly felt themselves 
under threat from a hostile population, especially when, early in 1617, 
the Stadholder declared his support for the Contra-Remonstrant cause 
by attending a church service in the Kloosterkerk in The Hague which 
had shortly before been seized, against Oldenbarnevelts express orders, 
by the Contra- Remonstrants. 

This led to the ‘Sharp Resolution of the States of Holland of 4 August 
1617, which authorized town magistrates to raise troops for their defense, 
the so-called waardgelders. Leiden, where tensions were high, not only 
enlisted waardgelders, but even built a wooden fortress around its city 
hall, covering the Breestraat with no less than four pieces of cannon. 
The city of Utrecht also enlisted waardgelders. The Sharp Resolution 
marked a point of no return on a course that seemed set towards full 
civil war. Oldenbarnevelt and his supporters had distanced themselves 
from Maurice and the States General, the public Church was split in all 
but name—arming the cities that were strongholds of Arminianism was 
the last step in the process of creating a state within the state. 

All of this had been discussed in a rising flood of pamphlets, but 
none of it was depicted in print, until 1618.? In the course of 1617 
the Stadholder had started to lobby for support towards the calling of 
a National Synod. Once he felt he had a solid majority he purged the 
magistratures of the Arminian’ towns, starting in Nijmegen in January 
1618. Also he gathered support in the Provincial States of Gelderland and 


19 Israel, The Dutch Republic (see above, n. 6), p. 437; cf. also Spaans, ‘Public opinion; 
(see above, n. 16), pp. 195, 206. 
20 Kootte, ‘Bestandstwisten, (see above, n. 5), pp. 80-81. 
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Overijssel for the disbanding of the waardgelders. On the 31st of July 1618 
he withdrew the commissions of the Utrecht waardgelders in a formal 
ceremony on Neude Square. On the 24th of August the magistrature of 
Leiden quietly dismissed its waardgelders and on the 4th of September it 
dismantled the 'Arminian fortress' in the Breestaat—and only then were 
the likeness of this fortress and the various acts of violence that had taken 
place in or near it, preserved for posterity in two spectacular illustrated 
broadsheets. 

Both versions of D' ARMINIAENSCHE SCHANS TOT LEYDEN [The Ar- 
minian fortress of Leiden] have the character of newsprint, but also con- 
tain elements of satire. In both it is argued that there was no real need for 
this military show of force. The citizenry is presented as having been loyal 
to its magistrates throughout. Riots around the fortress had been mere 
protests provoked by the outrages of bullying and trigger-happy soldiers. 
The magistrature had seen enemies where there were none, frightened 
by the ‘Arminian bogeymar they had invited ‘of their own free will'—a 
course pun on the attempt to salvage some element of human agency in 
the Arminian teaching on election and redemption. One version actually 
visualizes this Arminian bogeyman, in the figure of a two-headed mon- 
ster Discord, seen as through the window of a puppet show booth. He is 
surrounded by the allegorical representations of violence and oppression, 
and holds two placards “against the Reformed religion”?! These refer to 
measures against malcontent Contra-Remonstrants in Schieland in 1616 
and Utrecht in 1617.77 

If in these prints the derisive comments are contained in asides to 
a mainly commemorative presentation of past events, others are more 
fully satirical. They range from primitive and popular to highly sophis- 
ticated and allegorical. In the first category we find broadsheets with 
black-letter text in rhymed couplets. The crude woodcuts used as illus- 
trations are often from reused blocks, and only very loosely match the 
text. The author of VAN DEN OS, OP DEN EsEL [From the ox onto the 
donkey—a popular expression for faulty reasoning], hiding behind the 
pseudonym ‘Luciane secunde; lampooned the son of the Leiden pension- 
ary Hogerbeets. Apparently the young man had swaggered about during 
his father's ascendancy and now had to change his tune. The illustration 


?! AvS, cat. nr. 1345 and 1346. 

22 A.Th. van Deursen, Bavianen en slijkgeuzen. Kerk en kerkvolk ten tijde van Maurits 
en Oldenbarnevelt (Assen, 1974), p. 268; Israel, The Dutch Republic, (see above, n. 6), 
P- 435. 
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Fig. 6. D'ARMINIAENSCHE SCHANS TOT LEYDEN/ 
The Arminian fortress of Leiden. Satirical ‘news print on the civic 
unrest in Leiden in 1617, with a symbolic 'bogeyman: 
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Fig. 7. VAN DEN OS, OP DEN ESEL/ From the ox onto the 
donkey. Satirical lampoon on prominent Arminians 
in Leiden, with a woodcut of unspecific soldiers. 
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Fig. 8. TRIUMPH-WAGEN VANDE WAERTGELDERS 

& VERMAEN-LIEDEKEN/ Triumphal chariot of the 
waardgelders & Warning song. Songtexts ridiculing the 
waardgelders, with non-matching woodcut illustration. 


shows unspecific marching soldiers with their drummer and standard- 
bearer. Probably this is meant to remind the reader of the departure of the 
waardgelders. The print seems directed to a local reading public, which 
could identify the various persons mentioned.” 

A more general audience could have been expected to buy a leaf with 
the printed text of two songs, set to popular tunes. The lyrics of the songs 
TRIUMPH-WAGEN VANDE WAERTGELDERS and VERMAEN-LIEDEKEN [Tri- 
umphal chariot of the waardgelders / Warning song] ridicule the waard- 
gelders of all the main Arminian towns as would-be soldiers, who now 
shamefully have to leave the country. The songs rejoice in their depar- 
ture as a first step towards the restoration of domestic peace, a necessary 
precondition for the resumption of the war against Spain, under the lead- 
ership of Orange and God's blessing. Again, the picture has nothing to 
do with these events. It is printed from a block that happened to feature 


73 AvS, cat. nr. 1354. 
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Fig. 9. °T ARMINIAENS TESTAMENT / The Arminian Testament. 
Episodes of civic unrest in various cities framed within a 
mock ‘monument to the defeat of the Arminian faction. 


a wagon. The printer did not take the trouble to alter it to fit the texts 
more closely, and so the wagon transports a couple and a fool, instead of 
dejected soldiers.?* 

An example of the more sophisticated genre is 'T ARMINIAENS TEs- 
TAMENT [The Arminian Testament]. The central piece of this print is 
a pyramid, a monument to the lamentable disturbances caused by the 
Arminians, anda pictorial warning against repeating them. In the central 
column the most memorable events in the Arminian towns are shown. 
Several allegorical figures add a satirical commentary to this memo- 
rial of past conflicts. Envy and Conceit guard the base of the pyramid. 
It is crowned by a beguine with her veil and rosary, looking through 
her fingers instead of through her glasses, referring to the allegedly 


24 AvS, cat. nr. 1352. 
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Fig. 10. VERTONINGHE DER TEGENWOORDIGHE STANT INT 
VRYE-NEDERLANDT / Exposition of the present state of the free 
Netherlands. Satire on the failed attempt to undo the unanimity 
within the Republic, presenting a caricature of the waardgelders. 


Catholicizing tendencies of the Arminian theology. She is accompanied 
by Libel and Levity. The first holds a flagpole from which are hung the 
many pamphlets that fuelled discord. In similar fashion the second holds 
the weapons and purses of the waardgelders. For good measure large fig- 
ures of waardgelders, shackled as common criminals, flank the column, 
accompanied by owls, the emblems of everything obscure. Ironically, the 
whole image is an adaptation of an earlier engraving celebrating the con- 
clusion of the Truce in 1609.” 

Another sophisticated satire is an anonymous print VERTONINGHE 
DER TEGENWOORDIGHE STANT INT VRYE-NEDERLANDT [Exposition of 
the present state of the free Netherlands]. It shows Concord assailed by 
enemies. Neptune stops one of them, an armed soldier. The soldier carries 
a sword and flaming torch, the attributes of Violence personified, and 
he is marked as a waardgelder by the inscription of the name Utrecht 


?5 AvS, cat. nr. 1348, cf. Rekkelijk of precies (see above, n. 5), pp. 54, 69, 72. 
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on his helmet and the names of the other Arminian towns hanging 
from his side. In the seascape that forms the background a merman 
blows pamphlets from a giant conch.”° Again and again the waardgelders 
are caricaturized. The real objects of the satire are of course the city 
magistratures, which employed them. With hindsight they are marked as 
rebels against the proper authority and sovereignty of the States General. 

The pamphlets are depicted in the same unfavorable light. In foment- 
ing discord, they were as destructive of proper order and harmony as 
the waardgelders and their rebellious paymasters. It may seem odd that 
pamphlets are denounced in a propagandistic satirical print like this. In 
fact such a denunciation of ‘public opinion’ and its instruments is quite 
common in allegorical and moralizing history prints.” This is in itself a 
warning that most of these prints are anything but critical to the powers 
that were. On the contrary: they present, extol and almost ritually cele- 
brate the then current regime. Not even the Dutch Republic offered a free 
and open forum for public discussion. Censorship controlled the public 
sphere. Opposing or even questioning authority was seen as in itself sedi- 
tious, and the prints emphasize this. 

The Arminian ministers and their political patrons share this picto- 
rial condemnation. The heads of the Arminian faction are sifted from 
the political elite by the stadholder in a big winnow or in a giant sieve. 
Their flight and banishment gave rise to a number of derisory prints, 
showing them leaving the country on covered wagons or night soil 
carts, literally being carted away to the dunghill of ecclesiastical his- 
tory.” The well-known print HOLLANTSCHE TRANSFORMATIE Or sim- 
ply WeEGscHAAL [Dutch Transformation/ The Balance], in which the 
sword of the Stadholder outweighed the coat of Landsadvocaat Olden- 
barnevelt and secured the victory of the Contra-Remonstrants against 
the Arminians, may well be one of the latest depictions of this decisive 
point in the end-game of this struggle, as it refers to the outcome of the 
National Synod, and, like the first print in our series, celebrates the vic- 
tory of Stadholder Maurice and the Contra-Remonstrants. The cushions 
of the Arminian faction and the coat of the Landsadvocaat have by then 
become empty and useless.”? 


?6 AvS, cat. nr. 1377. 

?/ Kootte, ‘Bestandstwisten; (see above, n. 5), pp. 56-59. 

28 Cf. Rekkelijk of precies (see above, n. 5), pp. 14, 29, 75, 76. 
2 AvS, cat. nr. 1350. 
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Fig. 11. HOLLANTSCHE TRANSFORMATIE/ Dutch Transformation. 
The prince of Orange throws the weight of his 
authority into the balance and restores order. 
Or are the Arminians suppressed by undue force? 
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As with the print of the decapitation of Oldenbarnevelt, the defeated 
party hijacked this picture: accompanied by a poem from Vondel it 
became a memorial to the aged Landsadvocaat and Arminian theology, 
against brute military power and the stricter orthodoxy of Calvin and 
Beza. This cannot have been its original meaning: at the left of the print a 
large window permits a view of the disbanding of the waardgelders at the 
Neude, the central marketplace of Utrecht. The sword that the Stadholder 
puts into the scales is not the symbol of violence, but of authority— 
authority by which further violence is prevented. It is again propaganda: 
the sword of Maurice has done its work, defending Reformed theology. 
This was as it should be for seventeenth-century sensibilities: religious 
orthodoxy maintained and defended by the power of the state. 

The Synod of Dordrecht was satirized in print as well. The fierce 
Walloon Arminian Simon Goulart is reputedly the maker of a print 
closely following the official newsprint, but in which the ecclesiastical 
delegates all wear devil's horns—although, as a true Arminian, Goulart 
depicted the political delegates as fully human.?? Another, anonymous, 
print shows the Synod in session inside a maze, and also emphasizes its 
demonic inspiration.*! Both these prints appear to have been produced 
outside the Republic. A drawing ridiculing the proceedings at the Synod 
as the doings of a couple of short-sighted owls led by a crowing cockerel 
in the obscurity of a barn was produced locally, but never made it into 
print.? These satirical prints are highly derivative, and only show how 
the international importance of the Synod was not just a pretension of 
the delegates themselves, but was equally keenly felt among outsiders and 
opponents. 


Emblems 


Whereas in the histories of the Twelve Years’ Truce the theological con- 
troversies take pride of place, the prints we saw so far do not directly 
address the troubles in the Reformed Church. Practically all prints from 
this period focus on the political factionalism that threatened to plunge 
the country into civil war. The waardgelders seem to have drawn much 
more attention from the public at large than the questions on grace 


30 Reproduced in Rekkelijk of precies (see above, n. 5), p. 23. 

31 Reproduced in Van 't Spijker, De Synode (see above, n. 5), p. 114. 

? Drawn on the backside of a personal letter by C. Saftleven (1621), cf. Rekkelijk of 
precies (see above, n. 5), p. 25. 
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and predestination involved— despite the activism of the ministers, who 
reputedly thundered their anathemas from their pulpits, and of the com- 
mentators both learned and vulgar who expounded their theological 
positions in books and in the numerous pamphlets. Where sources men- 
tion heated theological discussions in taverns, tow-barges, and on the 
street, we may well have to apply the proverbial grain of salt. 

Religion, however, as opposed to theology, was obviously part of the 
recent troubles and is practically always implied in the prints. It sails on 
the Ship of State, the measures taken by the Arminian faction in order 
to suppress their opponents are displayed as “placards against religion,” 
and Concord rests on the cornerstone that is Christ. It is, however, a very 
‘untheological’ Religion that figures here. Bogerman may have been one 
of her retainers on the Ship of State, but what Religion does has nothing to 
do with theological argument or dogmatic definition. She crushes Envy, 
Violence, and Duplicity, holds the bridle that has to harness such evil 
passions, and is the foundation of Concord. She is the cement of society, 
and as such the Synod is to heal her. The armed force of the waardgelders 
was the greatest threat to concord, and their removal was essential to the 
healing process—as were the execution of Oldenbarnevelt and the exile 
of the Arminians. 

As far as I can see, against the mass of primarily ‘political’ prints, there 
are only two in which the balance between religion and politics is tilted 
towards the role of the Church and theology. Again, one looks cheap and 
popular; the other is of high quality. Both are, however, highly curious 
and mysterious. Rather than newsprint, allegory, or satire, they should be 
characterized as emblems. This was a very popular genre at the time. It 
often combined image and text, but prints without text and text without 
illustrations may also be considered emblematic. Characteristic for the 
genre in its widest sense is the use of images and texts, which can be 
read or viewed on several levels, both for simple amusement, but through 
allegory and wordplay also as medium for a deeper moralistic message.?? 

The ‘popular’ emblem is a curious illustrated song text on a WONDER- 
LIJC TEECKEN DES HEEREN ... GESIEN BOVEN DE STAD POTIERS GELEGEN 
IN VRANCRIJC [Miraculous sign from the Lord ... seen over the city of 
Poitiers in France]. In this broadsheet both the text and the print may 
have been slightly and rather clumsily adapted to fit the final stages of 
the Arminian controversies in 1618.?^ Text and print refer to a vision of 


33 Porteman, Inleiding (see above, n. 3). 
34 AvS, cat. nr. 1357. 
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Fig. 12. WONDERLIJC TEECKEN DES HEEREN ... GESIEN BOVEN DE 
STAD POTIERS GELEGEN IN VRANCRIJC/ Miraculous sign from the Lord 
... Seen over the city of Poitiers in France. Broadsheet about a 
miraculous sighting, converted into an emblem proclaiming 
Christian unity as the will of God. Addition of a comet to the 
original woodblock and of the date 1618 customized its 
message to the deliberations at the Synod of Dordrecht. 
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warring soldiers and a bowl of blood being emptied in the heavens 
above the French town of Poitiers, accompanied by a comet which “could 
be seen in Holland" on the 27th of October 1618. According to the 
printed "lyrics; an even more frightening earthquake and two days of 
darkness followed this disturbing omen. When the sun came out again 
the inhabitants of Poitiers thanked God, gave alms to the poor and held a 
procession. A farmer who went out to sow his fields once the emergency 
was over, then had a vision of a “man of God,’ dressed like a Catholic 
clergyman holding the world orb, who explained the vision ofthe soldiers 
and the blood as a sign of God's wrath and prophesied the coming of a 
terrible war. The general message of the text is standard apocalyptic fare: 
God wants to be worshipped by people of all faiths, and He will gather all 
God-fearing souls in Heaven after a time of tribulation. 

The picture on the sheet shows a walled town, and two armored 
knights on horseback, charging each other with long lances in a cloud- 
bank above it. One ofthe knights has a retinue of other knights; the other 
seems to be alone. He may also have had company originally, but the cor- 
ner of the block where it should have been has been cut out and a comet 
has been inserted. An arm extrudes from the clouds, holding a bowl, from 
which a stream of blood has been spilt. In the foreground we see a pro- 
cession coming from the walled city, approaching the farmer with his 
seed-bucket and the miraculous “man of God" holding the world orb, 
who interprets the celestial vision. 

It is a mystery why this story was published as a Dutch broadsheet— 
especially since no earthquake is known to have occurred in Poitiers 
in 1618. There was a severe quake on 26 January 1579, which lasted 
for almost seven hours, and was felt in places as far apart as Poitiers 
and Chartres. Everywhere this event was interpreted as a sign of God's 
wrath, and processions were held afterwards, also in Poitiers. In the 
sources for the earthquake of 1579 no mention is made of the sighting of 
warring armies in the sky above this town, or of miraculous men of God 
appearing to farmers, but these may be the product of the poetic, or rather 
emblematic, licence of the producers of moralistic comments in prints 
and pamphlets.?? There is a report, however, of the sighting of a battle 


35 Discours epouventable de l horrible tremblement de terre advenu és villes de Tours, 
Orleans et Chartres, le Lundi xxvj. iour de Ianvier, dernier passé, 1579 (Paris, 1579). 
See the wonderful site of the French Bureau de Récherches Géologiques et Miniéres 
http://www.sisfrance.net which lists all known earthquakes in France from the early 
Middle Ages, and also provides full-text historical sources. 
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in the night-sky above Bolsward, on 16 November 1618. A pamphlet 
describes the frightening scenes, accompanied by a great clamour as of 
drums, war-trumpets, and all the other sounds of combat, observed by 
the night watch during their rounds. The report was published in a simple 
pamphlet, without illustrations, both in Leeuwarden and in Franeker.? 

The “comet which was seen in Holland; not from 27 October, but 
from 27 November, is the only element in this print which might explain 
why it was published at all. An unusually large comet was indeed seen in 
Holland, while the Synod of Dordrecht was in session, and it gave rise to a 
lot of speculation.*’” On closer inspection, not only was the comet clearly 
added to an apparently pre-existing picture, but the phrase about its being 
visible from Holland was also added to what may have been an older text. 
If the text represents indeed the lyrics of a song, as the caption implies, 
then this particular line was much longer than its parallel lines in the 
other couplets, and thus would not have fitted the tune. Unfortunately I 
have not been able to find other copies of either the picture or the text of 
the song, but then they may well have shared the fate of so much popular 
prints and be simply lost. 

So the sheet as a whole presents itself as the product of bricolage, com- 
menting on the proceedings of the Synod, in the form of a traditional 
apocalyptic prophecy. It contains a call to Christian unity and love, and a 
condemnation of factionalism both theological and political. The explic- 
itly Catholic setting—a town in Catholic France, a heavenly messenger 
dressed as a priest, the procession, even the tune called “the Count of 
Rome"—could be chosen intentionally as a warning that internal strife 
undermined the Protestant claim to be the true faith against the unified 
Church of Rome. 

The nameless high-quality ‘theological’ emblem is much more coher- 
ent, although no less enigmatic.?? Centre stage we see a cow, carrying 
a radiant woman holding a platter or a very shallow cup. Rays of light 
emanating from the clouds illuminate her. Although she lacks all the tra- 
ditional attributes she can be identified as a personification of Faith or 
True Religion, receiving the light of Truth from Above. The cow is a usual 


?6 Een waerachtighe beschrijvinge, van een wonderlijck Teken ende Mirakel des Heeren, 
het welcke gheschiet is in Vrieslandt boven de vry Anze stadt Boolswaert (Franeker, 1618) 
[Knuttel 2803]. 

37 Van 't Spijker, De Synode (see above, n. 5), pp. 195-196. 

38 AvS, cat. nr. 1451, cf. also the explanations given in Muller, De Nederlandsche 
geschiedenis in platen (see above, n. 4), Supplement, cat. nr. 1417A and Kootte, 'Bestands- 
twisten, (see above, n. 5), pp. 76-78. 
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Fig. 13. UNTITLED EMBLEM. Complex allegory on 
the rising tensions in the Walloon churches in 
the Republic, counseling them to maintain unity. 


emblem of Holland or of the Republic. Curiously, it carries between its 
horns the heraldic shields of Brabant, Hainault, and Artois. It nibbles the 
olive branch offered it by the personification of Peace. Peace in its turn 
somewhat endearingly looks down on a chained wolf, the emblem of War 
held at bay during the Truce. The crowned figure Faithful Council, which 
lovingly scratches the cow’s forehead, is King James of England.?? 

The largest group of figures fills most of the right half of the picture. It is 
somewhat more problematic, but I hold it to be the representation of the 
Walloon Church in the Republic, ranged around the Stadholders Maurice 
and Willem Lodewijk, their faces recognizable from known portraits. 


3 This part of the picture is a variation on earlier prints, showing the Dutch Republic 
personified in a cow, surrounded by foreign princes. The earliest known is from 1581 and 
is a comment on the separation between the Northern and Southern Provinces, see Die 
Sammlung der Herzog August Bibliothek in Wolfenbüttel. Kommentierte Ausgabe. Bd. 2: 
Historica, ed. Wolfgang Harms (Tübingen, 1997), pp. 86-87. 
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This also makes sense ofthe shields between the cow's horns: these are the 
provinces from which the Walloons had fled in the 1570s and 1580s. This 
origin is represented in the cartouche in the lower left-hand corner, where 
twelve figures in somewhat contorted poses flank a central figure with his 
hands joined in a gesture of supplication. Lilies among thorns crown the 
cartouche, the usual emblem of the Church under persecution. In the 
present the Walloons live under the protection of the United Provinces, 
whose heraldic shields are displayed along the upper right hand side of 
the print. 

The Church is represented first by seven soberly dressed, bearded, and 
bareheaded men. Each of them holds a candlestick with a lighted candle 
in one hand, and holds a trumpet to his mouth with his other hand. The 
trumpets bear biblical-sounding inscriptions and some also ‘blow’ text. 
These men represent the individual congregations, using imagery derived 
from the first chapter of the Apocalypse, where candlesticks represent 
the Churches of Asia Minor. They hold the light of the Gospel and 
testify to its truth, in the trumpets. Behind these are another seven, more 
richly dressed gentlemen, also bearded but with hats on, and hefting 
drawn swords, both emblems of authority. These swords also have biblical 
inscriptions. They are academic theologians, each holding the double- 
edged sword of the Word of God (Hebrews 4:12, cf. Ephesians 6:17). 
They form a protective ring around the congregations. As a sword is 
a very sharp implement, and potentially harmful for the untrained, so 
the interpretation and application of the Word are not without danger 
and therefore entrusted to those with proper training and authority— 
the congregations hold the light of the Gospel in another form.” The 
gentleman in the upper right hand corner, under the shield of Overijssel, 
and the only one whose face is fully turned to the spectator, looks 
hauntingly familiar. He is the court-preacher and Walloon minister of 
The Hague Johannes Uytenbogaert, whose face we know from other 
portraits. 

In this apocalyptic imagery, the Stadholders, holding the seven arrows 
of the Seven Provinces closely together, are associated with Christ Him- 
self, the Son of Man, who in the Apocalypse holds seven stars in his 
hand. The seven-headed monster is Discord. The shields it carries on its 
chest show, on the right side, the murder of Abel, above a crossed sword 


40 Cf. the sermon by Hales at the beginning of the Synod, Anthony Milton, ed., The 
British Delegation and the Synod of Dort (1618-1619) (Woodbridge, 2005), p. 130. 
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and flaming torch, the emblems of Violence, combined with a crown— 
together indicating internecine strife in the State. On the left side is an 
execution scene on an elevated scaffold above symbols of the Catholic 
Church (a chalice, a container with eucharistic wafers and rolled papal 
bulls), together referring to religious persecution. The monster Discord 
keeps the Bible closed, saws at the bundle of arrows denoting Concord, 
harms the cow, which stands for the Republic, and threatens to kick over 
the milking pail, which may be taken to stand for its prosperity. This 
prosperity is bountiful enough that two men are needed to milk the cow, 
but it will last only as long as its riches are husbanded with Prudence, the 
motto written on the pail. 

All this nicely fits the situation of the Walloon Church in the years pre- 
ceding the Synod of Dordrecht. In an incisive article, Peter van Rooden 
describes how the Walloon Churches in the Arminian towns, notably 
Utrecht, Rotterdam, and The Hague, took the same doctrinal stance as 
their Dutch counterparts. In the Synod of the Walloon Churches, how- 
ever, the bond of unity was considered more important than divergences 
over doctrine. This sense of solidarity was rooted in the shared mem- 
ory of the bond of brotherhood that had united them under persecu- 
tion in their places of origin. A strong middle party in the Walloon 
Synod prevented a schism over the controversy raging in the Dutch 
Reformed Church. Even when in 1617-1618 the Walloon Synod increas- 
ingly moved in a Contra-Remonstrant direction, under pressure from the 
churches of the Contra- Remonstrant strongholds Zeeland and Amster- 
dam, compromises where sought to keep the Remonstrant members in. 
This included Uytenbogaert. The Walloon Remonstrants were excom- 
municated only after the Synod of Dordrecht, in which the Walloon 
Churches were also represented." The print as a whole thus can be read as 
a plea for maintaining concord in the Walloon Church, from a Remon- 
strant perspective, witness both the presence of Uytenbogaert and the 
sharp distinction between the things necessary for true faith (the candles 
of the Gospel held by he congregations) and the things in which differ- 
ences should be tolerated (the double edged sword of academic theol- 


ogy). 


^! Peter van Rooden, ‘Het beleid van de Waalse synode tijdens de remonstrantse 
twisten; Nederlands Archief voor Kerkgeschiedenis 62 (1982), 180-200. 
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There is a qualitative difference between the ‘political’ newsprints, alle- 
gories and satires on the Arminian controversy and these last two. The 
former all endorse the outcome of the Synod and the condemnations 
of the heads of the Arminian faction. They support the victorious party 
and thus the new status quo. This status quo is not only political, but also 
religious. And although the Synod was seen as instrumental in restoring 
peace, religion here is not the theology of the Canons of Dordrecht, but 
the bond of Christian love that is the foundation of the concord that con- 
stitutes national strength (eendracht maakt macht). It makes one wonder 
whether Dutch church history would have been radically different if the 
Synod of Dordrecht would have endorsed Remonstrant doctrine. What 
counted was the restoration of unity. 

The last two prints bear on ecclesiastical peace, and represent more of 
an ecclesiastical view. They denounce the accusatory process of the Synod 
and the growing factionalism in the Walloon Church. They go against 
the obvious tendency towards condemnation ofthe Arminians and plead 
for brotherly love, in order to retain Gods favor and/or the prosperity of 
a united country—critical towards the actual political and ecclesiastical 
authorities and appealing, as it were, to a higher Judge than the Synod. 

Still, from both perspectives, the political and the ecclesiastical, the 
underlying message is surprisingly similar. The prints show religion as a 
good thing in society, but academic theology as a mixed blessing. The- 
ologians hone the sword of the Word of God with their subtle distinc- 
tions. The resulting cutting edge of their arguments can be used to pro- 
tect the faith of the congregations and defend it against outsiders. It is, 
however, worse than useless in the church itself, where it can do terrible 
damage. Political power has to keep discord at bay, but, continuing the 
metaphor of the last print, it should equally make sure that the sword of 
theology is kept safely in the scabbard ofthe doctrinal statements that are 
the foundation of the common faith of the church. When all is said and 
done, this is exactly what the Synod of Dordrecht did. The delegates were 
under firm pressure from the States of Holland to keep their delibera- 
tions short. More theology was not what the Republic, or even what the 
Protestant world needed. What it did need was a new formulation of its 
common faith, and the Canons of Dordrecht were consequently signed 
by the foreign delegations as in agreement with their ‘national’ confes- 
sions, and added as the third of the Formularies of Concord that formed 
the creed of the Dutch Reformed Church. The ‘lyrics’ in the broadsheet 
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on the Poitiers earthquake even go a step further, by stating that God will 
gather all who worship Him in whatever faith, in heaven at the end of 
time. 

These particular prints are very rare, and so is the very type. Appar- 
ently the production of allegory, satire, or emblem on religious issues was 
even more hazardous than on political matters: the anonymous makers 
have shrouded their intentions in layers of allegory so dense, that these 
prints have proven enigmatic to all commentators so far, and perhaps 
even were so to contemporaries who were not directly involved.” This 
brings me backto the point raised in my introduction. With the exception 
of the demonizing depictions of the Synod of Dordrecht, the prints we 
know of the Arminian controversy do not caricature the vested authori- 
ties, on the contrary. None of them was meant to influence the course of 
the debates on theology or church order, except perhaps for the last two— 
and this could be done only in a veiled pictorial language. Despite the fact 
that religious caricature was practically born in the controversies of the 
Reformation era, it all but disappeared in the seventeenth century.? 


42 Cf. the way Uytenbogaert argues that the use of simile, metaphor and adage shield 
an author from allegations of slander, Johannes Wttenbogaert. Noodighe ontschuldiginghe 
Ioannis Wtenbogaert, over 't chartabel van grove Lasteringen en Beschuldigingen (...) (Ihe 
Hague, 1616), pp. 11-12. 

^5 Royalton-Kisch, Van de Vennes Album (see above, n. 6), pp. 57-58; Horst, De 
Opstand in zwart-wit (see above, n. 2), pp. 27-34; Israel, The Dutch Republic (see above, 


n. 6), pp. 563-564. 


AMBIVALENT ASSESSMENTS OF THE SYNOD OF 
DORDT BY DUTCH CONTRA-REMONSTRANTS 


WILLEM J. oP'r Hor 


At the end of the second decade of the seventeenth century, the Synod 
of Dordt crowned the Contra-Remonstrant victory over the Remon- 
strants. That the assessment of this Synod by the opposing parties has— 
to my knowledge— never been investigated is hardly surprising, for the 
conclusion seems to be foregone: the Remonstrants will no doubt have 
loathed it, while the Contra-Remonstrants sung its praises to the skies. 
Yet since experience has taught me that historical reality is often much 
more complex than assumed, in the present contribution I intend to dis- 
cover whether there were within the Contra-Remonstrant camp less pos- 
itive or perhaps even negative assessments of the Synod. Will the histor- 
ical reality once more present us with a surprise? 


Threnos 


The year 1627 saw the publication of an interesting work at Middelburg, 
the capital of Zeeland which was at the time the second most important 
province in the Netherlands. The title of this work was: Threnos. A 
lamentation showing the causes of the pitiful condition of the land and 
the desecration of the Sabbath-day. In which is dealt in particular with 
the differences concerning Sabbath observance or the Christian day of 
rest.! One of the many remarkable things about this book concerns its 
assessment of the Synod. However, before examining this aspect in detail, 
we will give some consideration to its author.’ 


! Jacobus Burs, Threnos. Ofte wee-claghe, aenwijsende de oorsaken des jammerlijcken 
stants van het lant: ende de ontheyliginge des sabbath-daechs. Daer in bysonderlick verhan- 
delt worden de verschillen, van het onderhouden des sabbaths ofte rustdaechs der christenen 
(Middelburg, 1627). This work is extremely rare, and only two copies are known to exist: 
Gouda, Steenblok Library, 1173 and Emden, Johannes a Lasco Library, Theol. 8° 459 R. 

? For the following, see WJ. op 't Hof, Voorbereiding en bestrijding. De oudste gere- 
formeerde piétistische voorbereidingspreken tot het Avondmaal en de eerste bestrijding van 
de Nadere Reformatie in druk (Kampen, 1991), pp. 60-61. 
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Threnos was penned by Jacobus Burs, Reformed minister of the church 
of Tholen in Zeeland. He was born on 16 October 1589, in Vlissingen, 
also in the province of Zeeland, to Gillis Burs, likewise a Reformed 
minister, and to Geertruyt Moels. Whereas father Gillis had moved to 
Middelburg as early as June 1589, mother Geertruyt stayed behind in 
Vlissingen and did not rejoin her husband in the capital of Zeeland until 
after the birth of Jacobus. Gillis Burs would remain in Middelburg until 
the day of his death in April 1634. 

After studies at the University of Leiden, where he enrolled on 31 
October 1609, Jacobus Burs entered the ministry as Reformed pastor to 
the church of Tholen in 1612. He served there for almost forty years until 
his death on 21 April 1650. His lengthy tenure in office will surely have 
influenced the ecclesiastical, social and cultural life of Tholen. Burs even 
served as the first headmaster of the local Latin school (grammar school) 
which was founded in 1624. 

Burs was also active in the life of the broader ecclesiastical assemblies, 
being sent as delegate to the provincial synod held at Zierikzee from 9 to 
13 October 1618. He was thus an important man in the Classis of Tholen. 

As pastor he fervently opposed the collegium qualificatum. In the 
towns of Zeeland this governing body consisted of the consistory to 
which five members of the magistracy were added, and became active 
with the calling of ministers and the election of elders and deacons. Given 
that the magistracy already had a considerable say in the consistory to 
begin with, not infrequently the civil government ended up being able to 
carry the vote within the collegium qualificatum as well. 

Aside from the Threnos, Burs also wrote two polemical works against 
Roman Catholic doctrine and three others against Petrus Lansbergius, a 
Reformed minister in Goes who had been deposed in 1613 by the church 
of Zeeland. Clearly Burs had a real fighting spirit. This brief survey there- 
fore appears to present us with a truly Reformed, Contra-Remonstrant 
minister who was not afraid to become immersed in polemics.’ 

In the Threnos, his very first book, Burs reacted to criticism that had 
been uttered against the Synod of Dordt. What was the nature of this 
criticism, and who had expressed it? Concerning the former question 


3 The approbations of the Classis of Tholen and of the Groningen professor of 
theology, Franciscus Gomarus, found in Threnos abundantly confirm the orthodoxy of 
Burs. 
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the Threnos does not leave us in the dark. The work consists of a dialogue 
between "Simeon" and “Theodidactus,” where the latter plays the role of 
Burs’s mouthpiece. The dialogue is divided into twelve chapters. The first 
deplores the disastrous condition of the Netherlands and the imminent 
catastrophe in the Dutch Reformed church. At length does it expand on 
the sins which lie at the root of these things.* The second chapter deals 
with the doctrinal differences which will give rise to the ecclesiastical 
disaster.? Simeon is not sure what the problem is and points to the Synod; 
had the disputes after all not been settled there? Theodidactus answers 
that the new dispute concerns the Sabbath, as is apparent from the 
writings of various authors and from several translated works. Simeon in 
turn responds by asking whether the Synod's explanation of the Sabbath 
is not being upheld. It appears not, according to his interlocutor, as 
every day new books on the Sabbath are appearing, and even some 
translations from English works that promote new views. The authors of 
those new books even have the nerve to assert that the Synod approved 
their opinions.Ó In chapters three and four Burs describes, respectively, 
the origin of the Sabbath, and the fact that the seventh day mentioned 
in the Fourth Commandment is of a ceremonial nature.’ As examples 
of contemporary innovators who assert that the Fourth Commandment 
is not ceremonial at all, he references the following English Puritans 
in the margin: “Cleaver and Dot Fol: 58,59 etc. Bayli Pract: page 28". 
Spring / pages 28.29 Robinson in his Apology [...]"? In no less than 
twenty-five pages in total, Burs demonstrates with help from citations 
that his view is in agreement with that of the Church Fathers and the 


Burs, Threnos (see above, n. 1), pp. 1-33. 

Ibid., pp. 33-41. 

Ibid., pp. 34-36. 

Ibid., pp. 41-61 and 61-108 respectively. 

Ibid., p. 67 in margin. These references concern respectively: John Dod and Robert 
Cleaver, Een klare ende duydelijcke uytlegginghe over de thien gheboden des Heeren [A 
treatise or exposition upon the ten commandements] (Amsterdam/Leiden, 1617); Lewis 
Bayly, De practycke ofte oeffeninghe der godtzaligheydt [The practise of pietie] (Am- 
sterdam, 1622); John Sprint, Articvlen dienende om te bewijsen het noodich ghebruyck 
vanden christelicken rust-dagh [Propositions, tending to proove the necessarie use of 
the christian sabbaoth] (The Hague, 1625); John Robinson, Apologia ivsta, et necessaria 
qvorvndam Christianorum, aeque contumeliose ac communiter dictorum Brownistarum 
sive Barowitarum (Leiden, 1619). For the significance of the Dutch translations of Puritan 
works see Willem Jan op 't Hof, Engelse piétistische geschriften in het Nederlands, 1598- 
1622 [Monografieén Gereformeerd Piétisme 1] (Rotterdam, 1987). 


4 
5 
6 
7 
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Reformed doctors.? After quoting from the Belgic Confession, he posits 
that the Synod followed in the same line.!? In addition to the four figures 
referred to in the marginal note, in the main text Burs counts also William 
Whately among the innovators.!! In chapter five Burs states that 'the rest 
spoken of in the Fourth Commandment is also of a ceremonial nature. !? 
Once again he appeals to a whole series of authors from the history ofthe 
church as witnesses, and once again the Synod is mentioned as the last 
witness.? Chapter six explains the words ‘bless’ and ‘hallow; and further 
contains a short explanation of the Fourth Commandment." In chapter 
seven Burs refutes four objections. 

In chapter eight the author argues that Christians are free to choose 
any day of the week as their day of rest and responds to some objections.!° 
He reproaches his opponents for claiming that they are in agreement with 
the articles drawn up on this point by the Synod, while these articles 
actually contradict their views. At Simeon’s request Theodidactus adds 
the text of these articles." There are six in all. The first article states 
that the Fourth Commandment is partly ceremonial, partly moral. The 
second article teaches that the rest on the seventh day and the strict 
Sabbath rest are ceremonial. According to the third article the moral 
aspect is that a fixed day serves as a day of rest, this rest being intended 
for the worship of God. The fourth article states that the Jewish Sabbath 
was abolished and that Christians ought solemnly to hallow the Sunday. 
Article five says that since the time of the apostles the Sunday has always 
been kept. According to the last article people ought to rest from all 
slavish labour (except for works of mercy and necessity) and from all 
recreation that interferes with the worship of God. 


? Burs, Threnos (see above, n. 1), pp. 71-96. 

10 Tbid., p. 91. 

11 Ibid., p. 99. The reference pertains to William Whately, Corte verhandelinghe van 
de voornaemste christelicke oeffeninghen [Short treatise on the main christian practices] 
(Middelburg, 1609). The remarkable thing is that the original English work was never 
published: Op 't Hof, Engelse piétistische geschriften in het Nederlands (see above, n. 8), 
p. 501. 

12 Burs, Threnos (see above, n. 1), pp. 108-114. 

13 Ibid., pp. 114. 

14 Ibid., pp. 114-131. 

15 Ibid., pp. 131-153. 

16 Ibid., pp. 153-207. 

17 Ibid., pp. 203-207. 
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Chapter nine deals with the hallowing of the day of rest.'* As the four 
public duties of church members on Sundays, Burs mentions listening 
to the preaching of the Word, partaking of the Sacraments, engaging 
in prayer, and giving offerings for the poor. He adds that the Synod of 
Dordt considered the performance of these duties to be both beneficial 
and biblical? 

In chapter ten” Theodidactus gives a short summary of the weightiest 
insights of those who differ from the doctrine of the Church with regard 
to the Sabbath. They teach that the nature of the Fourth Commandment 
is wholly moral, albeit that Christ and the apostles replaced the seventh 
day with the first as the day of rest. They promote a strict rest and are 
of the opinion that the command to keep the Sabbath was given already 
in the state of innocence. According to them one ought to prepare for 
the coming Sabbath as early as Saturday evening by stopping with ones 
work, and the dreams of that night are likewise to be governed by the 
hallowing ofthe day of rest. They also state that with respect to hallowing, 
the Sabbath of God the Father and the day of rest of God the Son stand 
in one line. By means of all these things they want to introduce a new 
Judaism into Christianity. These and other opinions can be found in 
writings translated from the English and in other works, not to mention 
some books that have already been written but are not yet published. 
At Simeons insistence Theodidactus points specifically to the works of 
Bayly, Sprint, and Dod and Cleaver, as well as a work that had not been 
mentioned before, namely, the “pillar of fire and pillar of cloud by Ireneum 
Philalethium"?! Even if the opinions there expressed do not smack of 
Judaism, they still do correspond with the view of the Brownists as in 
Robinsons Apologia. 

In the eleventh and longest chapter? Burs does posit that a refor- 
mation of morals is necessary, but he nevertheless opposes the way in 
which his opponents want to accomplish it. This reformation must begin, 
according to Burs, with the reformation of faith as it had with the first 
Reformers. Genuine faith necessarily produces good works. There can- 
not be any sanctification which is not preceded by justification. Burs will 
only explain his view on a reformation of morals, which he did indeed 


18 [bid., pp. 208-284. 

19 Ibid., p. 216. 

2 Ibid., pp. 284-268[- 298]. 
21 Ibid., p. 293. 

22 Ibid., pp. 268[= 298]-374. 
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consider essential, from justification as his starting-point. He does this by 
way ofthe Ten Commandments. With an appeal to the Ninth Command- 
ment, he charges his opponents of having the nerve to accuse synodical 
assemblies of having failed in their duty.? 

The last chapter,” which deals with church discipline, makes clear 
what Burs means by this. He is convinced that all pious ministers of 
the Word cannot bear any kind of licentiousness. Then follows the pas- 
sage crucial to this article, from which it becomes clear that the above- 
mentioned accusation is directed at the Synod of Dordt and concerns 
church discipline: 


Indeed, I am also of the opinion that those pious men and those learned 
godly delegates to the Synod of Dordt were of the same mind, though 
others accuse them of not having paid attention to this. They did what they 
were called to do. The Dutch delegates, all men of God, certainly did not 
remain idle. If only their decisions had been heeded! They, therefore, are 
not to be blamed for the sad ruin of the many countries and regions from 
which they had come. [...] Yet do be assured that the godly ministers, 
to whom admonishing Addresses are now being written even before they 
have been accused, mean as well for the church and for the improvement 
of morals as those who busy themselves in publishing their Addresses.?? 


This passage shows without doubt that between 1619 and 1627 cer- 
tain Dutch Reformed writers who strove for a reformation of morals 
expressed criticisms of the Synod. Who were these writers? Of whom was 
Burs thinking when he wrote the above passage? The only Dutch author 
he mentions is “Ireneus Philalethius.” One cannot help but suppose that 
the person concealed behind this pseudonym is one of those whom Burs 
had in mind. 


23 Ibid., pp. 354-355. 

4 Ibid., pp. 374-416. 

?5 Ibid., pp. 408-409: “Ja ick haude het oock daer voor/ dat die vrome luyden ende 
Godsalighe gheleerde mannen inde Synode tot Dort gheropen/ het oock soo hebben 
verstaen/ al wilmen haer beschuldighen dat sy niets daer op en hebben gheledt/ sy 
hebben ghedaen daer toe sy gheropen waren/ ende de inlantsche gheropene Mannen 
Gods hebben op d'order niet ledich gheseten/ wiert die maer wel onderhauden. Soo 
sijn sy dan niet te stellen d'oorsake vande droevighe verwoestinghe van veele landen 
ende quartieren/ van daer sy ghecomen waren ... Maer lieve/ sijt daer van versekert/ 
dat die vrome Dienaers/ diemen wilt nu Aenspraken schrijven/ als vermanende/ te 
vooren beschuldicht hebbende/ het met de Kercke/ ende verbeteringhe der seden/ soo 
wel meenen/ als die welcke met hare Aenspraken besich sijn uyt te gheven?” 
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The “Ireneus Philalethius" to whom Burs referred was a prolific and 
successful author. Between 1616 and 1625 there were no fewer than 
sixteen pamphlets—mostly dialogues—which appeared from his pen 
and went through a total of 39 printings. Both contents and style show 
that they come from one and the same source.?ó 

If one examines the works of Ireneus Philalethius in reverse chrono- 
logical order, one will soon comes across the phrase at which Burs took 
so much umbrage. In Amos, or the seer of Israel, discovering the occasion 
for the sad condition of Reformed Christianity all over the world, a work 
published in 1625, the author gives the Synod more than a passing glance. 
With gratitude he notes its work on the level of doctrine, but—here his 
criticism starts—he considers that it should also have insisted on a ref- 
ormation of the fallen morals among Reformed Christians and on the 
maintenance of church discipline among them. The international and 
national deputies returned home without having strongly emphasized 
the necessity of a godly life, though many God-fearing people yearned 
for it. The Lord punished this negligence with the many calamities which 
have struck Reformed Christianity (inter)nationally ever since.? 

That same year, Ireneus Philalethius gave an evaluation of the Synod 
in two further pamphlets: The second watchman bringing tidings of the 
night, that is, of the transfer of the Bahia, and The third watchman bringing 
tidings of the night, that is, of the dispersion of our fleet before Dunkirk. In 
the former pamphlet he writes that the devil, after having tried to stop 
the progress of the Gospel by raising up the Remonstrants, is doing this 
again by fighting against those who are not satisfied with the doctrinal 
affirmation at the Synod. Those who belong to this latter group insist 
on adorning the pure doctrine with a godly life and so strive for a 
reformation of morals. In this way the mouths of the heretics, who 
had accused the Reformed doctrine of the Synod of being harmful to 
piety, would be stopped. It was the devil’s work to brand those who 
promoted a reformation of morals as Sabbatarians and legalists.?? In the 
second pamphlet, a dialogue between the author and another person, the 


26 WJ. op 't Hof, Bibliografie van de werken van Eeuwout Teellinck (Kampen, 1988), 
pp. 7-8. 

27 Ireneus Philalethius, Amos, ofte de siender Israéls/ ontdeckende de ghelegentheyt van 
het gereformeert drouvich christen-wesen al de weerelt door (Amsterdam, 1625), pp. 2-3. 

28 Ireneus Philalethius, De tweede wachter, brenghende tijdinghe vande nacht, dat is, 
van het overgaen vande Bahia (Den Haag 1625), pp. E3'-4". 
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latter notes that his interlocutor stood accused of being a Remonstrant 
sympathizer.” To him this seems to be without any foundation, seeing 
that the author had written in favorable terms about the Synod. The 
author then repeats what he had said about the Synod in Amos.?? 

Yet already at an earlier point had Ireneus Philalethius raised the 
matter of the relation between the Synod’s pure doctrine and a pious 
life, even if he at the time spared the Synod itself. In 1620 he wrote that 
after the doctrine of the Reformed Church had been established at this 
international Synod, there was reason to hope that all disputing would 
come to an end and that Reformed people would now stop the mouths 
of their adversaries by the example of their godly lives. With regret he 
had to observe that little attention was being given to the last point. This 
was nothing new, and before it had been no different.?! 

Two years later the above-mentioned writer returned to this subject 
in another pamphlet. The opponents of Reformed doctrine had charged 
that it encouraged sin. On the level of doctrine the Synod itself had 
disproved this accusation. However, another essential element remained 
undone, namely, that those who profess the Reformed faith would prove 
also by their godly lives that the accusation was unfounded. Pure doctrine 


?? The only reason for this may well have been the fact that Ireneus Philalethius, on 
hearing of Arminians for the first time shortly after the beginning of the Twelve Years’ 
Truce in 1609, expected help from them for the reformation of morals which he con- 
sidered to be so necessary, and for which he had craved for many years. After all, they 
accused the Reformed doctrine of predestination of hindering the promotion of piety 
and were always talking of the exercise of godliness. However, Ireneus Philalethius clearly 
states many times in his works that he had been thoroughly disappointed in these hopes. 
Philometor ofte christelicke tsamensprekinghe/ van't recht der kercke in kerckelicke saken 
[Philometor or Christian dialogue on the rights of the church in ecclesiastical mat- 
ters] (Middelburg, 1616), p. B2"; Ireneus Philalethius, Cleophas, (Amsterdam, 1617), 
pp. 21-23; Ireneus Philalethius, Querela ecclesiae (Amsterdam, 1617), pp. 27-28; Ireneus 
Philalethius, Derde klachte der kercken [Third complaint of the churches] (Amsterdam, 
1618), pp. 34-38; Christelicke clachte van eenige godsalige luyden over hare onvruchtbaer- 
heydt in het ware christelicke leven [Christian complaint of some godly people about their 
unfruitfulness in the true Christian life] (Middelburg, 1618), pp. 14-15; Ireneus Phi- 
lalethius, Svlamith, ofte baniere des vredes [Sulamith, or banner of peace] (Amsterdam, 
1621), pp. 67-68; De derde wachter, brengende tijdinge vande nacht, dat is vande ver- 
stroyinge van onse vlote voor Duyn-kercken (Den Haag 1625), pp. 22-23. For the author- 
ship ofthe anonymous writings see: Op 't Hof, Bibliografie van de geschriften van Eeuwout 
Teellinck (see above, n. 26), p. 8. 

30 De derde wachter (see above, n. 29), pp. 21-22. 

31 Treneus Philalethius, Boheemsch geluyt ofte christelyck gespreck/ over het tghen- 
woordich Boheemsche wesen/ ende de oorloge daer ontrent ontstaen [Bohemian sound 
or Christian discussion on the present situation in Bohemia and the ensuing war] 
(Amsterdam, 1620), pp. 27-28. 
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must be confirmed by a pure life. This is all the more true since those 
who disagree are more likely to be won over by a pious life than by pure 
doctrine. 

But who was this Ireneus Philalethius who had the courage to criticize 
the Synod publicly, and who even dared to attribute all the calamities 
which had struck the Reformed Protestant world to the negligence of 
this assembly attended by delegates from all over the Reformed world? 
Could it be that he was not entirely of Contra-Remonstrant bent? Did he 
harbor pro-Remonstrant sympathies? 

The pseudonym “Ireneus Philalethius" hides a high-ranking official of 
the States of Zeeland, Eeuwout Teellinck, who was in fact the receiver- 
general of the entire province of Zeeland.? He was the oldest son of 
Joos Teellinck, a civil servant whose career had been crowned with 
membership in the Council of State. Eeuwout Teelinck thus came from 
the highest circles of the Dutch Republic. Born in Zierikzee in 1573, he 
studied law in Leiden from 1586 to 1591. There are indications that he 
may also have studied theology in that city. Whatever the case may be, 
in 1592 he gained practical political experience with Philips of Marnix of 
Saint-Aldegonde who resided in the castle of West-Souburg, in Zeeland. 
Thereafter he moved into his fathers house in Den Haag, the political 
centre ofthe Netherlands. He completed his law studies in the summer of 
1594, receiving his degree at Orléans. After this he obtained a permanent 
position in the government of his native town. From 1599 until 1603 he 
was burgomaster there, a post he exchanged in 1603 for that of receiver- 
general of the States of Zeeland for which he moved to Middelburg. He 
served the local Reformed church as an elder in Zierikzee as well as 
Middelburg. He died in Middelburg in October of 1629. 

From a passage in his first work Philometor, we learn that Eeuwout 
Teellinck was converted in 1606 by reading Dutch translations of English 
Puritan pietistic works. We may safely assume that he began to read 
those works on the advice of his brother Willem, with whom we will deal 
further below?! 

Teellinck published 21 works, for the most part pamphlets, between 
1616 and 1625. His last work was published twenty years after his death.?? 


32 Ireneus Philalethius, Vierde klachte der kercke [Fourth complaint of the church] 
(Amsterdam, 1622), pp. 9-12 and 23. 

33 For him, see WJ. op 't Hof, Eeuwout Teellinck. Leven, werk en betekenis (Rumpt, 
1999). 

** Philometor (see above, n. 29), pp. G1*-2". 

35 Op ’t Hof, Bibliografie van de werken van Eeuwout Teellinck (see above, n. 26). 
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All the publications which appeared in his lifetime were published anony- 
mously or under a pseudonym. The name “Ireneus Philalethius" was used 
for sixteen of these publications, and the name "Alexius Philopater" for 
one. The reason for which Teellinck did not want to step into the lime- 
light as an author may have been a combination of his high public func- 
tion and the fact that the views expressed in his writings were not com- 
monly shared, to say the least. It was not until after his death that his 
identity became widely known. That Johannes Uytenbogaert, a minister 
and leader of the Remonstrants, held him—erroneously—to be among 
the most important Contra-Remonstrant preachers in Amsterdam testi- 
fies to the high theological quality of his works.?é 

Eeuwout Teellinck’s corpus consists largely of polemical booklets, half 
of them against the Remonstrants and the other half against the Roman 
Catholic Church. His anti-Remonstrant pamphlets leave no doubt that 
he cannot be classified among the Remonstrants or even among the 
Remonstrant sympathizers. As a Contra-Remonstrant he had made an 
urgent and ardent appeal to the States General in various pamphlets from 
before 1618 to allow the differences in the churches to be decided by 
a synod of the churches.’ In the book published anonymously while 
the Synod was in session, he expressed the hope that this ecclesiastical 
assembly not only would denounce Arminianism, but also—or, above 
all—that it would revive the lapsed zeal for godliness. Further on in the 
same work he responded to the address of Simon Episcopius, leader ofthe 
Remonstrants, before the Synod by stating that Episcopius had gained 
a better grasp on the language of the Anti-Christ than the language of 
Canaan, and concluded with an appeal that people pray for the Synod.?? 


Willem Teellinck 


In the only quotation from Threnos given above, Burs links the critics 
of the Synod with the writing of "Addresses". This can only apply to one 
work, namely, Christian addresses to all the overseers of Gods church and 


36 Johannes Uytenbogaert, Achabs biddagh [Ahab’s day of prayer] (s.l., 1621), p. 60. 

37 Alexius Philopator, Querela patriae (Amsterdam, 1617), pp. 23-24; Ireneus Phi- 
laletius, Querela ecclesiae (see above, n. 29), pp. 17-18; Ireneus Philaletius, Anderde 
clachte der kercke [Other complaint of the church] (Amsterdam, 1617), pp. 27-28 and 
51—56. 

38 Christelicke clachte (see above, n. 29), pp. 23, 77, and 82 respectively. 
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sincere lovers of the truth.?? This pamphlet may well have been published 
anonymously, but from the very beginning it was clear that its author was 
Willem Teellinck, the younger brother of Eeuwout Teellinck.*? 

Willem Teellinck was born in Zierikzee in 1579. Though he was first 
drawn to the study of theology, in 1593 he became like his older brother 
a student of law at Leiden. After completing this study he spent the next 
seven years travelled around to different foreign universities. In 1600 he 
was at St Andrews in Scotland, and from 1601 until 1603 in France, where 
he became doctor of law at Poitiers in de latter year. After this he spent 
some time in England, where he felt the allure of pietistic Puritanism. It 
was in these circles that he had a conversion experience and felt a call to 
the ministry. From that point in time onwards he was a fervent promoter 
of Puritanism. 

After returning to his native country in 1606, Teellinck needed only 
three months to complete his second study and that very same year 
became pastor to the church of Haamstede and Burgh on the island of 
Schouwen in Zeeland. Seven years later he accepted a call to Middelburg, 
the capital of that province. He died there in January 1629, the same year 
as his brother Eeuwout. 

Teellinck is called the father of the “Further Reformation,” a term used 
in scholarship of the history of church and piety.*' This movement was 
a coherent part of the Dutch variant of Reformed pietism which man- 
ifested itself in various countries and over the course of several cen- 
turies.” The difference between Dutch Reformed pietists and Further 
Reformers can be briefly summarized as follows: the former elevated 
piety in the most comprehensive sense to a special theme, whereas the 


3 Christelijcke aensprake aen alle opsienderen van Gods kercke/ ende rechte liefhebberen 
der waerheyt (Franeker, 1626). 

40 The most recent and comprehensive biography of Teellinck is: WJ. op 't Hof, Willem 
Teellinck. Leven, geschriften en invloed (Kampen, 2008). Biographical information is also 
available in English: Joel R. Beeke, ‘Introduction; in Willem Teellinck, The Path of True 
Godliness, trans. Annemie Godbehere and ed. Joel R. Beeke (Grand Rapids, Mi., 2003), 
pp. 11-29. 

41 For this movement, see Joel R. Beeke, Assurance of Faith: Calvin, English Puritanism, 
and the Dutch Second Reformation [American University Studies, Series VII Theology 
and Religion 89] (New York, 1991), pp. 383-413; C. Graafland et al., 'Nadere Refor- 
matie: opnieuw een poging tot begripsbepaling, Documentatieblad Nadere Reformatie 19 
(1995), 105-184; Fred A. van Lieburg, ‘From Pure Church to Pious Culture: The Further 
Reformation in the Seventeenth-Century Dutch Republic, in Later Calvinism: interna- 
tional perspectives, ed. W. Fred Graham (Kirksville, MO, 1994), pp. 409-429. 

42 W.J. op 't Hof, Het gereformeerd Piëtisme [Hersteld Hervormde Studies 1] (Houten, 
2005), esp. pp. 52-59. 
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Further Reformers went further and translated the pietistic words and 
grievances externally—yet without neglecting internal experience—into 
actions. They pursued a reformation of morals, and in fact of all areas of 
life. Following the example of the English Puritans, the chief representa- 
tives of the Further Reformation wrote comprehensive programs which 
they submitted to the relevant ecclesiastical, political and social bodies, 
while the other representatives of this movement mobilized themselves 
accordingly. 

Back in his homeland Teellinck gave a Dutch form to the Puritan zeal 
for reformation as he himself had experienced it in England at the time 
of the Millenary Petition. In all his publications he paid close attention 
to the necessity and the substance of a further reformation and in large 
outlines sketched out a program of reform. In a number of writings 
from 1626 he set in motion a comprehensive plan of action for such a 
reformation. In 1627 these initiatives resulted in the Necessary exposition 
concerning the present sad state of God's people, which was the first 
comprehensive and unparalleled programmatic work calling for concrete 
reform in the ecclesiastical, social and political spheres.** 

One of the first converts Willem Teellinck gained was his brother 
Eeuwout, who became completely taken in by his brother's Puritan zeal 
for reformation. Consequently, when Willem joined the Middelburg 
consistory in 1613, they joined hands in their zeal to effect their Further 
Reformation ideals.? They were thus bound not only by ties of blood, 
but also by spiritual bonds. That close unity of spirit and co-operation 
did not in the least escape another member ofthe Middelburg consistory, 
Gillis Burs, a minister and the father of the author of Threnos. It is thus 
no wonder that the latter set his sights on (passages from) the works of 
the two brothers! 

During and after Willem's lifetime, 62 of his books were published.*° 
Some of them went through many reprints, a number were also trans- 
lated into English and German. Consequently it is not surprising that 
Teellincks name is included on the list of Dutch Protestant bestsellers 


5 Willem Teellinck, Noodwendigh vertoogh, aengaende den tegenwoordigen bedroefden 
staet/ van Gods volck (Middelburg, 1627). 

44 Graafland et al., Nadere Reformatie (see above, n. 41), 152-153. 

^ For the relationship between these two brothers, see: Op 't Hof, Eeuwout Teellinck 
(see above, n. 33), pp. 70-76. 

^6 WJ. op 't Hof, Bibliografische lijst van de geschriften van Willem Teellinck (Rotterdam, 
1993). 


AMBIVALENT ASSESSMENTS OF THE SYNOD OF DORDT 379 


from the middle of the seventeenth century," and that his works resulted 
in a new marketing strategy in the publishing world: the commercial 
oeuvre list. Both in work and in word he proved to be a Contra- 
Remonstrant, and thus strongly pressed for a synod in his 1616 work 
Eubulus or tract containing several remarks on the present state of our 
Christian church. In the eighth chapter he explicitly declares himself 
against any delay in calling a national synod, but at the same time makes 
it clear that there is no use for convening such a synod if it is not preceded 
by repentance from the prevalent sins through a reformation of morals.” 
Further on in the same book he twice expressly repeats the necessity of a 
synod, the second appeal even covering nearly sixty pages.?? 

That the Remonstrants in an apology to the entire Reformed world 
played off a passage from Eubulus against the Contra-Remonstrant doc- 
trine that man by nature is spiritually dead, was a move that was more 
strategic in nature than fair, and hardly based on insight into the con- 
tents.?! Teellinck could hardly have been pleased with this clever tacti- 
cal move, a feeling that was no doubt later aggravated when the Emden 
deputies during the Synod of Dordt referred particularly to the use of this 
passage in their iudicium on the third and fourth article of the Remon- 
strance.°* 

Compared to the attention Eeuwout devoted in his writings to the 
Synod, this assembly played a much smaller role in Willems works. All 
the same he did bring it up now and then. The first time was in 1621. 
In the preface to the second volume of his catechetical Family booklet 


^ Willem Heijting, ‘Protestantse bestsellers in de Republiek rond het midden van de 
zeventiende eeuw, De zeventiende eeuw 13 (1997), 283-292. 

48 WJ. op 't Hof, "Ihe oldest Dutch commercial oeuvre lists in print; Quaerendo. A 
quarterly journal from the Low Countries devoted to manuscripts and printed books 23 
(1993), 265-290. 

^? Willem Teellinck, Eubulus ofte tractaet vervattende verscheyden aenmerckinghen 
over de teghenwoordighe staet onser Christelicer ghemeynte (Middelburg, 1616), pp. 19-21. 

9? Teellinck, Eubulus (see above, n. 49), pp. 215 and 289-345. 

51 Caspar Barlaeus, Epistola ecclesiastarum, quos in Belgio Remonstrantes vocant, ad 
exterarum ecclesiarum eeformatos doctores, pastores, theologos: [...] oppossita epistolae 
delegatorum Classis Walachrianae ad eosdem doctores singulatim directae (Leiden, 1617), 
pp. 53-54. 

? *Objic. [Remonstr.] Wilhelmum quendam Teiligium Middelburgensem, insigni 
eruditione et pietate virum, qui sex ad salutem capita scitu et creditu revera necessaria 
dixerit, quae naturali intellectus lumine cognosci queant, et citra specialem revelationem, 
etiam irregenitis perspecta esse”. Acta Synodi Nationalis in nomine Domini nostri Iesu 
Christi, autoritate DD. Ordinum Generalium Foederati Belgii Provinciarum, Dordrechti 
habitae Anno MDCXVIII et MDCXIX. Accedunt plenissima, de quinque articulis, theolo- 
gorum iudicia (Dordrecht, 1620), p. 228. 
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Willem pointed out that the Synod had decided to institute catechism 
instruction.” A year later he stated that the doctrine of the Synod had 
been approved by all the international Reformed churches.?* In his book 
on the Christian day of rest he referred to the Synod’s charge to its 
deputies to request the States General to make a serious effort to stop and 
prevent the awful desecration of that day.” In a later book he wrote that 
the Synod had established doctrine, and had called upon the ministers 
to catechize, preach and uphold discipline. Sadly enough, little came 
of this. As Willem Teellinck complained in Coal from the altar to heat 
the lukewarm, concern for doctrine was and continued to be inversely 
proportional to concern for a godly life. 

In an anonymous pamphlet from 1626, Teellinck fended off the accu- 
sation made by some people that he considered the Reformed to be the 
worst of Christians by replying that he counted the Reformed who were 
represented at the Synod and the Reformed church in France among the 
best Christians. Further on in the same pamphlet he asserted that doc- 
trine was established more firmly than ever before, and that it was now 
high time to adorn the purity of doctrine with purity of life.” In the pref- 
ace to the above-mentioned Christian addresses of the same year, he urged 
that the Remonstrant slander that the doctrine of the Synod is most cor- 
rosive to piety be repudiated by a holy and pious life. In the main text 
he advocated that the students of theology be closely supervised and that 
they also receive training in pastoral theology, appealing in the process 
to the Synod’s pious resolution on this theme.^ 

In a dialogue from the same year, Teellinck observed that there had 
been opportunity for repentance after the Synod, but that little had come 
of it. He then repeated his complaint from the Coal from the altar.°° 


5 Willem Teellinck, Het tweede deel van het Huys-boecxken (Middelburg, 1621), pp. 
EAEN, 

54 Willem Teellinck, Balsem Gileads voor Zions vvonde [Balm of Gilead for Zions 
wound] (Middelburg, 1622), pp. 44b-45a. 

5 Willem Teellinck, De rust-tydt ofte tractaet van d'onderhoudinge des christelijcken 
rust-dachs, diemen ghemeynlijck den sondach noemt [The time of rest or tract on the 
observance of the Christian day of rest commonly called Sunday] (Rotterdam, 1622), 
p. 3b. 

5 Willem Teellinck, Kole van den altaer tot verwarminge der lauwe (Amsterdam, 
1622), pp. 80-111. 

°7 Voor-looper tot de nae-volgende tweede geestelijcke covrante [Forerunner of the 
following second spiritual newsbook] (Ihe Hague, 1626), pp. 4 and 7 respectively. 

58 Christelijcke aensprake (see above, n. 39), pp. (?;?)1"-2*. and D3”. 

5 Willem Teellinck, Tweede geestelijcke covranten [Second spiritual newsbook] (The 
Hague 1626), p. 56. 
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Investigation into the opponents whom Burs opposed in Threnos has 
shown that Burss arrows were mainly directed at Willem Teellinck.9? 
Consequently it is not surprising to find that Teellinck should defend 
himself against Burss accusation in his very first work after the publi- 
cation of Threnos.9! The book in question, Necessary exposition, is in fact 
his magnum opus. At the end of the front matter of this book he also 
published a five-page statement containing his view on Sabbath obser- 
vance.? Here he does not write a single word about the Synod, but in the 
extensive preface he does not hesitate to do this. 

In the preface Teellinck first responds to the mockery of the Remon- 
strants that the devil could not have assembled a better council than the 
Synod in order to exterminate godliness. This taunt ought to be a strong 
incentive for Reformed people to demonstrate that the doctrine which 
had been established at the Synod produces excellent fruits of godliness. 
Let them demonstrate not only the form of godliness, but also its power. 
If they do not, they can expect new troubles.® 

At the end of the preface the pastor of Middelburg again refers to the 
Synod. After his appeal to adhere to the content of the Canons of Dordt 
he points to the ways and means proposed at the end of the Synod to 
bring back those who had strayed from the Reformed church. He adds 
a passionate plea not to allow the unity of doctrine to be split by the 
differences of opinions regarding methods for preserving and promoting 
the holy truth.™ This statement is doubtlessly aimed at the bearing of Burs 
in this affair. 

This is also the case with a passage in another book, The Cornerstone of 
the Old and New Testament, which was not published until 1645 but had 
been written as early as 1626.9 Towards the end of this work Willem 
Teellinck deals at length with those who do not want to compare the 
resolutions of the Reformed synods and the Reformed confessions to 
the Bible, and who are not even prepared to go the smallest step further 


6 Op't Hof, Voorbereiding en bestrijding (see above, n. 2), pp. 98-102. 

61 Lachrymae crocodili abstersae, hoc est, notae & castigationes in threnvm, sabbathicvm 
I.B. (s.l. et s.a.), p. 127. 

$2 Teellinck, Noodwendigh vertoogh (see above, n. 43), pp. 8* 27-8* 4”. 

$$ Teellinck, Noodwendigh vertoogh (see above, n. 43), pp. 3* 4'-4* 1". 

64 Teellinck, Noodwendigh vertoogh (see above, n. 43), p. 6* 4". 

6 WJ. op 't Hof, ‘Willem Teellinck in het licht zijner geschriften (50). Den Hoeck- 
Steen van het Oude en Nieuwe Testament; Documentatieblad Nadere Reformatie 29 
(2005), 161-166, there 164-165. 
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than the first Reformers. As we have seen, precisely these two elements 
formed the essence ofthe content of Threnos. It is also clear that Teellinck 
was thinking first and foremost of the Synod of Dordt when he referred 
to the Reformed synods in the passage in question. Was Burs not alluding 
to this throughout the Threnos? Which resolutions of Dordt did Teellinck 
then think to be unbiblical? As a father of the Further Reformation he 
was a true theocrat, one who refused to accept any meddling on the part 
of the government in church affairs. He will without doubt, therefore, 
have objected generally that the Church Order of Dordt accorded far too 
great a roll to the civil authorities. Teellinck strongly opposed the right 
of patronage as well as any other kind of influence by the government in 
the calling of ministers and the election of elders and deacons, but these 
elements can be found back in a great many articles of the Dordt Church 
Order. Since many other Reformed synods suffered from the same fault, 
Teellinck could criticize them as well. 

Aside from the Reformed synods Teellinck also mentions the Re- 
formed confessions. If ‘synods’ stands first of all for ‘the Synod of Dordt; 
then ‘confessions’ should first of all be read as ‘the Canons of Dordt: 
According to Teellinck, these too should be tested in light of Scripture. 
What exactly did he mean by that? What we know of Teellinck’s doctrinal 
views does not allow any room for the suspicion that he may have had 
some reservations concerning the content of the Canons of Dordt. The 
answer to this question must thus be approached from a different angle. 
Teellinck intended to prove that the Canons, in following Scripture and 
in order to refute the accusations of the Remonstrants, should also have 
given special attention to the indissoluble connection between election 
and sanctification, as well as to the practice of piety and the reformation 
of morals. On this point he will largely have followed in the line of his 
brother Eeuwout. 

When it comes to Teellinck’s implicit criticism of the Reformed con- 
fessions, one should perhaps also think of the Synod’s statement on the 
Sabbath. For him, this statement will not have gone far enough. He was 
firmly convinced that Puritan understanding of it was more biblical than 
the statement made by the Synod which had not pronounced itself on 
the more thorny issues. It takes little imagination to understand that he 
would also have found the Heidelberg Catechism’s explanation of the 
Fourth Commandment too feeble, that is, not Puritan enough. 


66 Willem Teellinck, Den Hoeck-Steen van het Oude en Nieuwe Testament (Amsterdam, 
1645), pp. 283b-285b. 


AMBIVALENT ASSESSMENTS OF THE SYNOD OF DORDT 383 


In seeking to understand what Teellinck meant by not going further 
than the first Reformers, we do not have to speculate but stand on 
solid ground. After all, a year later he clarified what he meant in his 
chief work. There he stated that the ecclesiastical situation of his days 
was different from the days of the sixteenth-century Reformation, and 
therefore required a different approach. Attention had to be shifted from 
justification to sanctification, and the practice of piety had to be placed 
front-and-centre. Had the first Reformers themselves still been alive, 
they would have realized this and acted accordingly.?" This explanation 
given by Teellinck himself confirms the interpretation given in the two 
preceding paragraphs above of the balance of the passage in question. 


Lachrymae crocodili abstersae 


The Threnos called forth even the publication of a specific polemical 
work: Lachrymae crocodile abstersae hoc est, notae & castigations in 
threnum, sabbathicum I.B. The work appeared anonymously, without 
indication of place and year of publication, and contains critical annota- 
tions to the text of Threnos.® The author remarks that he is using scholarly 
language because he does not want the common people to get involved 
in these polemics. The annotations are preceded by sixteen theses. In the 
fifth the author states that Burs cannot base his view on the morality ofthe 
Fourth Commandment on the statements of the Synod.9? The Synod had 
after all not denounced the opinion rejected by Burs as a private interpre- 
tation or as an opinion in conflict with the commonly received doctrine, 
let as a new Judaism. Burs did not give a correct rendering of Synod's 
view. This can best be done by the Dutch professors and the deputies of 


$7 Teellinck, Noodwendigh vertoogh (see above, n. 43), pp. 84a-85b. Voetius, with 
whom we shall deal below, had an identical dynamic opinion on the history of the 
Reformed Church. Theologians like Teellinck en Voetius did certainly take history into 
consideration as a factor: W.J. op 't Hof, ‘Gisbertus Voetius' evaluatie van de Reformatie; 
Theologia Reformata 32 (1989), 237-238. Consequently Johannes Cocceius was not the 
first and only Reformed theologian of his days who considered history a factor to be 
reckoned with in his theologising. Teellinck and Voetius did as well, albeit in a totally 
different way. This contra W.J. van Asselt, Johannes Coccejus. Portret van een zeventiende- 
eeuws theoloog op oude en nieuwe wegen (Heerenveen, 1997), p. 184; M. van Campen, 
Gans Israël. Voetiaanse en coccejaanse visies op de joden gedurende de zeventiende en 
achttiende eeuw (Zoetermeer, 2006), p. 292. 

$8 There appears to be only one extant copy of this book: London, British Library, 
4380.a.6. 

69 Lachrymae crocodili abstersae (see above, n. 61), p. 6. 
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Zeeland who drew up the articles on the Sabbath during the Synod, or, 
better yet, by all members ofthe Synod who knew in what sense and with 
what restrictions they had approved these articles.”° 

Over against Burs who held that the Church had powerfully opposed 
the desecration of the Sabbath throughout the course of history, the 
author of Lachrymae crocodile abstersae stated that the grievances treated 
in the fourteenth and the eighteenth sessions of the Synod were not 
superfluous. The Synod had complained that the Sabbath was rarely 
spent in catechism instruction and church services. Even at the present 
time the churches yearly voice the same loud complaints concerning 
the Sabbath, although the Synod and the nations founding fathers had 
not shirked their duty to halt the growing desecration."! In spite of the 
most helpful resolution of the Synod, few ministers, let alone church 
members, complied with it." When Burs writes that the Sunday was 
not observed even at the time of the apostles, the author of Lachrymae 
crocodile abstersae cleverly points out that Burs there contradicts the fifth 
article on the Sabbath drawn up by the Synod.” 

It is fitting here to give more careful attention to these articles. Burs 
thought them completely contrary to the opinions of his opponents 
and thought it necessary to have them printed in full. The author of 
Lachrymae crocodile abstersae opposes Burs with respect to the same 
articles, especially the fifth. He also adds the historical details that they 
were drawn up by the Dutch professors and the deputies of Zeeland, and 
that the other members of the Synod did not very well know what exactly 
they had approved. So what of those articles? 

On 1 May 1619, one of the matters that came under discussion was 
answer 91 of the Heidelberg Catechism which states that good works 


70 “Ipsa Synodus Dordracena, cum sententiam illam sciret (quam hic exagitat Magi- 
stellus) non tamen ut privatam aut publicae receptaeque doctrinae adversam, nedum 
ut novum Iudaismum, condemnavit. Definat Magistellus mentem Synodi interpretari: 
DD. Professores Belgici, & fratres Zelandi, qui articulos de Sabbatho conceperunt, optime 
mentem suam interpretabuntur, atque adeo Synodales omnes, qui nórunt quo sensu & 
quo fine eos approbarint.” Lachrymae crocodili abstersae (see above, n. 61), p. 19; see also 
p. 79. That the author of Lachrymae was right is confirmed by the testimony of one of the 
Zeeland deputies, Godefridus Udemans, pastor of Zierikzee, who stated in a 1621 letter 
to his colleague Johannes Spiljardus of Gorinchem, that the Puritan and Zeeland opinion 
on the hallowing of the Sabbath was entirely in line with the Dutch and foreign delegates 
at the Synod: Amsterdam, Library of VU University, Udemans manuscript collection, 
XV.05031, fols. 3677-368". 

7! Lachrymae crocodili abstersae (see above, n. 61), p. 40. 

72 Ibid., p. 86. 

75 Ibid., pp. 48, 57; see also pp. 62-63. 


AMBIVALENT ASSESSMENTS OF THE SYNOD OF DORDT 385 


are performed according to the law of God. Josias Vosbergen, an elder 
from the church of Middelburg, remarked that this does not hold good 
inrespectto the Fourth Commandment since Christians do not maintain 
the seventh day as the day of rest. The discussion on this item was 
subsequently postponed. The Synod took up this point again on 17 June. 
The disagreement then appeared to be a Zeeland affair, and yet of such 
weight that the Dutch professors were commissioned, together with the 
deputies from Zeeland, to draw up a compromise formula to which 
both parties were to adhere until the next national synod. As such a 
synod never was held, the matter remained unresolved.7* The author of 
Lachrymae crocodile abstersae was thus correct to state that Burs was 
wrong to claim that his opponents were condemned at the Synod.” 

Within the framework of this article it is important to point out that 
Burs's opponent did not say a single word about a negative assessment of 
the Synod, let alone endorse such an assessment. 

Who was this anonymous polemist? His identity was known already 
during his lifetime: Gisbertus Voetius.” Voetius was of (impoverished) 
nobility, his father being knight Paulus Voetius. Gisbertus matriculated 
at the University of Leiden in 1604, and during his studies proved to be 
a staunch Contra- Remonstrant. After completing his studies, he became 
pastor to the church of Vlijmen in 1611, and in 1617 at Heusden. While 
at Heusden he served as the youngest deputy to the Synod. In 1634 he 
became professor of theology and Semitic languages at the Athenaeum 
Illustre in Utrecht, which would become a university two years later. He 
trained generations of native and foreign students in that capacity until 
his death on 1 November 1676. 

As a student Voetius read books by Willem Teellinck. It is a well- 
known fact that the reading of Teellincks books won him over to the 


74 H.B. Visser, De geschiedenis van den sabbatsstrijd onder de Gereformeerden in de 
zeventiende eeuw (Utrecht, 1939), pp. 62-69; H.H. Kuyper, De Post-acta of Nahandelingen 
van de Nationale Synode van Dordrecht in 1618 en 1619 gehouden (Amsterdam, 1899), 
pp. 171-172 and 180-183. 

75 This is confirmed by the contents of Synodi Nationalis Dordracenae doctrina de 
sabbatho, juxta regulas ibidem conceptas explicata (Groningen, 1671) from the Groningen 
professor Jacobus Alting. Unfortunately, Alting did not write a single word about the 
polemics between Burs and his antagonist. He likewise kept silent in his more lengthy 
treatise on the Sabbath: Sabbathum mere euangelicum, ecclesiae utriusque testamenti 
proprium, in Opera omnia theologica, 5 vols. (Amsterdam, 1685-1687), 5: 1-104. 

76 For him, see A.C. Duker, Gisbertus Voetius, 3 vols. (Leiden, 1893-1915); J. van 
Oort et al., eds., De onbekende Voetius. Voordrachten wetenschappelijk symposium Utrecht 
3 maart 1989 (Kampen, 1989). 
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vision that a further reformation of life and inward piety must have the 
highest priority." Moreover, Eeuwout Teellinck’s political pamphlets in 
particular made a deep and lasting impression on him. It is therefore 
not surprising that he encouraged the (re)publication of various books 
by the two brothers and at times had a hand in the process himself. He 
developed a real taste for Puritanism, which he owed in particular to 
Willem Teellinck. So much so that, according to a statement of one of 
his students, one third of the curriculum he had developed was devoted 
to Puritan piety."? He was the first Dutchman to introduce the Further 
Reformation at the university level. 

Voetius was personally acquainted with at least one of the Teellinck 
brothers. Only one historical fact verifies this, but that one fact suf- 
fices. When at the Synod of South Holland, assembled at IJsselstein in 
1626, complaints had been filed against Willem Teellinck, Voetius and 
Johannes Spiljardus, their colleague and sympathizer from Gorinchem,” 
for deviating from the common sentiment of the church concerning Sab- 
bath observance, the three of them submitted their defense together. This 
joint action accounts for the fact that the first publication of Voetius 
was a defense of the Puritan views of the Teellinck brothers, and that 
Voetius twice in that booklet mentions Ireneus Philalethius and Willem 
Teellinck in the same breath. While Uytenbogaert considered Ireneus 
Philalethius one ofthe most important Contra- Remonstrant ministers in 
Amsterdam, thanks to Willem Teellinck Voetius knew better. The preced- 
ing facts ultimately lead to an intriguing supposition. In the first sentence 
ofthe preface to Lachrymae crocodili abstersae Voetius makes it clear that 
his booklet is an account of his private judgment on Burs’s work intended 
for a friend.*' Could Teellinck not have been that friend? 

Voetius published Test of the power of godliness in 1628. In this work 
he refuted the arguments offered in a slanderous book written by Daniel 


77 For this and the following paragraph, see W.J. op 't Hof, ‘Gisbertus Voetius and the 
brothers Willem and Eeuwout Teellinck; in Van Oort et al., De onbekende Voetius (see 
above, n. 76), pp. 92-108. 

78 G. van den End, Guiljelmus Saldenus (1627-1694). Een praktisch en irenisch theoloog 
uit de Nadere Reformatie (Leiden, 1991), p. 218. 

7? For him, see Willem J. op 't Hof, Tohannes Spiljardus (1593-1658); in J.B.H. Alblas 
et al., Figuren en thema’ van de Nadere Reformatie, 3 vols. (Kampen, 1987-1990; Rotter- 
dam, 1993), 3: 31-42. 

8° Lachrymae crocodili abstersae (see above, n. 61), pp. 10 and 13. 

81 Certo consilio, latino & quidem satis scabroso stylo has notas ad Threnum Belgicé 
scriptum effudi, & quidem ut amico privatum meum judicium aperirem.”: Lachrymae 
crocodili abstersae (see above, n. 61), p. 3. 
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Tilenus, a Remonstrant, who there asserted that the doctrine ofthe Synod 
frustrates the practice of piety. In Voetiuss dedication to the civil and 
ecclesiastical authorities of Rotterdam and Heusden he declared that 
some of his good friends instigated him to write this work.?? It is almost 
certain that Willem Teellinck and his brother Eeuwout were two of the 
instigators. Seeing the polemical nature of Test of the power of godliness 
Voetiuss judgment of the Synod was only positive. Strikingly, however, he 
did include a meditation in which he exhorted the Contra-Remonstrants 
in particular to the true practice of piety. Thus, when it came to his 
co-religionaires, Voetius shared the sentiment of the Teellinck brothers. 
However, he did not criticize the Synod. 

In his disputations and his four-volume Politica ecclesiastica, Voetius 
makes it abundantly clear that he does not agree with certain aspects of 
the Church Order of Dordt and with some of the Synod’s concrete reso- 
lutions, especially with regard to the influence of the civil government. 
Yet the context in which he voices his critical remarks clearly shows he is 
entirely positive towards the Synod.** He never blames the Synod as such 
for anything.®° 


Jacobus Koelman 


Up to now we have dealt with contemporaries of the Synod. However, the 
last writer with whom we will deal was born twelve years after the Synod's 
last session. Jacobus Koelman,?6 born in Utrecht in 1631, first studied 
theology there in 1650 and earned his doctorate in philosophy from the 
same university in 1655. He became Reformed pastor to C. van Beunin- 
gen, ambassador extra-ordinaris at Copenhagen in 1657, and in 1658 to 


82 Gisbertus Voetius, Proeve vande cracht der godtsalicheyt (Amsterdam, 1628), pp. 
(*)3” and (*) 4*. 

83 See for instance Gisbertus Voetius, Politica ecclesiastica, 4 vols. (Amsterdam, 1663- 
1676), 1: 135, 199—210, 271, 279, 286-288, and 294-295; 3: 559-560, 563, and 628-630; 
4: 211 and 216-2418. 

84 See for instance Voetius, Politica ecclesiastica (see above, n. 83), 3: 628; 4: 239-250. 

85 Very regrettably the most important source in this connection, namely, the diary 
which Voetius kept of the Synod, has vanished without a trace: Kuyper, De Post-acta (see 
above, n. 74), p. 5. 

86 For him, see: A.F. Krull, Jacobus Koelman (Sneek, 1901); E.A. van Lieburg, ‘Jacobus 
Koelman (1631-1695): jeugd en studietijd; in Alblas et al., Figuren en themas van de 
Nadere Reformatie (see above, n. 78), 2: 57-62; C.J. Meeuse, ‘Jacobus Koelman (1631- 
1695): leven en werken; in Alblas et al., Figuren en thema’s van de Nadere Reformatie (see 
above, n. 78), 2: 63-93. 
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the commissioner Th. van Sasburgh in Brussels. He was called to the 
Reformed church of Sluys in 1662. As a theocrat he spared no one from 
the strict discipline he applied in his congregation. In the enforcement 
of church censure he made no distinction between maid-servant and 
burgomaster. This aroused strong feelings, especially within the city gov- 
ernment. In 1673 it saw its chance to oust Koelman. Under the growing 
influence of English and especially Scottish Puritanism, Koelman ceased 
celebrating the Christian holidays—except those that fell on Sundays— 
and reading the liturgical forms in the spring of 1673. Although the eccle- 
siastical bodies could not follow him, they nevertheless did support him. 
Yet his local political adversaries succeeded in persuading the States Gen- 
eral, under whose jurisdiction Sluys fell, to have him banished from Sluys 
in 1675. Koelman then wandered throughout the country, leading con- 
venticles and often suffering under opposition by civil and ecclesiasti- 
cal authorities. From motives of principle he refused to secede from the 
Reformed Church, as Jean de Labadie had done. 

While Willem Teellinck is regarded as the father of the Further Ref- 
ormation, Koelman may rightly be looked upon as one of the main rep- 
resentatives of this piety movement. After all, in 1678 he published the 
second most important reform program, The points of necessary refor- 
mation. He never knew the two Teellincks, as he was not born until after 
their deaths. Yet Voetius he knew all the better for having studied under 
him. He saw Willem Teellinck as his ‘shining example;*’ called his brother 
Eeuwout Teellinck ‘that pious politician,** and Voetius his ‘worthy mas- 
ter.” 

Koelman was a prolific writer. He himself wrote dozens of works, 
and further translated works of English and Scottish Puritans, most of 
them with comprehensive dedications. His works show him to be a 
true Contra-Remonstrant who passionately resisted every new wind of 
doctrine such as Cocceianism and Cartesianism, but also Labadism. 

Immediately after his banishment from Sluys, Koelman in 1673 pub- 
lished The necessity of reformation concerning the holidays, in which he 
clarified and justified his view on the Christian holidays. At some point 


87 Cristophilus Eubulus, De pointen van nodige reformatie (Vlissingen, 1678), pp. 617- 
618. 

88 Ibid., p. 401. 

8° Jacobus Koelman, Een volkomen dispuyt, aengaenden den sabbath en s Heeren dag 
[A complete debate on the Sabbath and the Lord’s day] (Amsterdam, 1683), p. 579; 
Jacobus Koelman, De historie van den christelyken sabbath [The history of the Christian 
Sabbath] (Amsterdam, 1685), p. 287. 
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in this work he enters in upon the objections against his view. He deals 
first and foremost with the argument that the Synod had determined in 
article 67 of the Church Order that the Christian holidays were to be 
observed. Seeing that synodical regulations have divine authority, all the 
ministers were to obey them. Koelman in contrast argued that the regula- 
tions are authoritative in so far as they are in agreement with God's Word, 
and moreover, that those regulations do not all carry the same weight.?? 

In 1680 Franciscus Ridderus,”! a pastor in Rotterdam, entered the 
battle with a work in which he attacked Koelmans aforementioned book. 
This polemical document was published (with separate pagination) to- 
gether with The Christian holiday, or six essays on the history of the 
birth of Jesus, His circumcision, resurrection, ascension and the outpouring 
of the Holy Spirit, and bore the title Balance of the holidays which are 
practiced in our churches. Already in the first part of his polemical work 
does Ridderus brush off Koelmans argument that the Synod of Dordt 
of 1574 had abolished all Christian holidays by noting that the national 
Synod of Dordt of 1618-1619 had stipulated that the holidays were to be 
observed.” 

That same year Koelman replied with: The balance of the sanctuary con- 
cerning the holidays of the Reformed Church in the Netherlands. Also an 
investigation into the Balance of the holidays by Franciscus Ridderus, pas- 
tor of Rotterdam. This work consists of two parts with separate pagina- 
tion, and the second chapter of the second part is wholly devoted to the 
Synod.” The author begins this chapter with the statement that there are 
reasons to suspect that the resolution of the Synod regarding the holidays 
was made under the influence of the bishops from the English delegation. 
Had they not in passing recommended episcopal church polity??* With 
an appeal to Voetius who had been a delegate to the Synod, Koelman 
states that the resolution on the Christian holidays had been made under 


? Jacobus Koelman, Reformatie nodigh ontrent de feest-dagen (Rotterdam, 1675), 
pp. 139-151. 

?! For him, see H.J. Postema, Strijder op de middenweg. Leven en werk van Franciscus 
Ridderus (Kampen, 2005); G. Schaap, Franciscus Ridderus (1620-1683). Een onderzoek 
naar zijn theologie, bronnen en plaats in de Nadere Reformatie (Gouda, 2008). 

?? Franciscus Ridderus, Weegschale der feest-dagen, soo als deselve in onse kercken in 
gebruyck zijn (Rotterdam, 1680), pp. 2b-3a, 4b-5a, and 7b-8a. 

?* Jacobus Koelman, De weeg-schaal des heyligdoms, ontrent de feest-dagen der Gere- 
formeerde Kerk in Nederlandt. Nevens een onderzoek van de Weeg schaal der feestdagen 
van Franciscus Ridderus, predikant tot Rotterdam, 2 vols. (Amsterdam, 1680), 2: 14-23. 

?* See Anthony Milton, The British Delegation and the Synod of Dort (1618-1619) 
(Woodbridge, 2005), pp. xxxii-xxxvi. 
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the urging, if not coercion, of politics. He further reproaches the Synod 
for not having given grounds for its resolution. For that reason, he argues, 
this resolution also cannot be considered to have all that much authority. 

In one of his last works, The office and the duties of elders and deacons 
(1694), Koelman returns to the issue of the holidays. This is in chapter 
ten, in which he evaluates the four resolutions of the Synod which were 
included in the Church Order under political pressure. The issue of the 
Christian holidays is dealt with in the fourth resolution.?? Again Koelman 
refers to Voetius, this time precisely indicating the passage from his 
works.” Most interestingly, he first comments on Voetius’s view and then 
juxtaposes his own with it. Even if his highly esteemed teacher from 
Utrecht did not pass any negative judgment on the resolution concerned, 
Koelman himself can do nothing but openly testify that the Synod had 
provoked the Lord's wrath with this resolution. This is an audacious 
statement, and Koelman goes on to advance two reasons for it. First, an 
important shift was made with respect to the earlier synods by the Synod's 
regulations. The Church had first favoured the abolition of the holidays 
but maintained them under pressure of the civil authorities. The Synod, 
however, left the initiative with the Church by ordering the ministers in 
every place where the circumcision and ascension of Christ were not yet 
celebrated to urge the authorities to see that this be done. Secondly, the 
Synod, following the decision of the national synod of Den Haag in 1586, 
recommended the celebration of the Lord's Supper at Easter, Pentecost 
and Christmas. 


Conclusion 


Two of the writers dealt with in this article, Eeuwout Teellinck and 
Jacobus Koelman, were bold enough to state that the Synod had pro- 
voked God's wrath. Also Eeuwouts brother, Willem, indeed implicitly 
criticized the Synod on one occasion. It is striking that all of them were 
true representatives of the Further Reformation. Voetius, however, who 
shared their Further Reformation ideals, had nothing but praise for the 
Synod even though he did not agree with several practical and church- 
orderly decisions of the Synod. More meaningful in this connection is 


?5 Jacobus Koelman, t Ampt en pligten van ouderlingen en diakenen (Rotterdam, 1694), 
pp. 183-188. 

?6 Gisbertus Voetius, Selectarum disputationum theologicarum, 5 vols. (Utrecht, 1648- 
1669), 3: 1344. 
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the observation that no criticism is known to have come from the many 
other Further Reformers. This means that an ambivalent appreciation of 
the Synod does not belong to the essence of the Further Reformation. 

At the same time it can hardly be coincidental that the three Contra- 
Remonstrants who criticized the Synod all belonged to one and the same 
Reformed piety movement. The Further Reformation cannot but have 
nurtured a particular seedbed in which, under certain conditions, a neg- 
ative evaluation of the Synod could grow. What did this seedbed consist 
of? First and foremost we can point to the fact that the Further Refor- 
mation was a reactionary movement. The Further Reformers reacted to 
the lack of holiness which they noticed among those who professed the 
Reformed religion. They therefore unambiguously asserted that purity 
of doctrine was not sufficient to please God. They abhorred orthodoxy 
without orthopraxis. This induced them to ascribe to life—in the sense 
of experiencing the doctrine and personal sanctification—a certain value 
superseding doctrine. This superseding value should not be misunder- 
stood. Also for the Further Reformers the Reformed doctrine as con- 
tained in the Three Forms of Unity (including the Canons of Dordt) was 
the purest dogmatic expression of the biblical message. But in their opin- 
ion, pure doctrine was only one aspect of a God-pleasing life. Internal 
experience of a life with God and concrete personal sanctification in the 
sense of the practice of piety were two other aspects, and at least just 
as important. Without these elements pure doctrine has no value what- 
soever.?7 It was this relativization of doctrine characteristic of the Fur- 
ther Reformation that could give rise to an ambivalent evaluation of the 
Synod. 

Secondly, we can point to Reformation sentiment which was carried 
out by some— not all—representatives of the Further Reformation, and 
which was a direct consequence of the aforementioned relativization of 
doctrine. On the one hand, the Further Reformation was closely related 
to the sixteenth-century ‘Reformed’ Reformation. This first Reformation 
was highly appreciated by the Further Reformers, as came to expression 
in its claim that since the Reformation one could speak of deformation 


?7 Op 't Hof, ‘Gisbertus Voetius’ evaluatie van de Reformatie (see above, n. 67), 239- 
242; WJ. op 't Hof, ‘Rooms-katholieke doorwerking binnen de Nadere Reformatie. Een 
eerste algemene verkenning, Documentatieblad Nadere Reformatie 15 (1991), 109-110; 
Willem J. op 't Hof, ‘Protestant pietism and medieval monasticism, in Confessionalism 
and Pietism. Religious Reform in Early Modern Europe (Veröffentlichungen des Instituts 
für Europäische Geschichte Mainz. Abteilung für Abendländische Religionsgeschichte, 
Beiheft 67), ed. Fred van Lieburg (Mainz, 2006), pp. 31-50, there 49-50. 
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rather than continuing reformation. On the other hand, the Further Ref- 
ormation relativized the sixteenth-century Reformation. According to 
the followers of the Further Reformation, the Reformers had not sufh- 
ciently been able to attend to the reformation of piety due to their cir- 
cumstances. In this respect the Further Reformation consciously aspired 
to complement the work of the Reformation for which they resorted 
to pre-Reformation piety traditions.?* As the Further Reformers already 
harbored ambivalent feelings about the sixteenth-century Reformation, 
it is understandable that they would do the same with regard to the 
seventeenth-century Synod. The one is simply an extension of the other. 

The views of the Further Reformation may well have created a fer- 
tile seedbed for a (partially) negative assessment of the Synod, yet this 
ambivalent evaluation could only develop under certain conditions. A 
comparison ofthe four Further Reformers dealt with above makes it pos- 
sible to trace these circumstances. As may be expected, these circum- 
stances pertain to the private life of each individual. 

The only one ofthe four who evaluated the Synod itself in an absolutely 
positive way was Voetius, even though he disagreed with several practical 
and church political decisions of the Synod. It is easy to account for this, 
as he was the only one who had been a member of the Synod. In this 
respect it is revealing that there was another Further Reformer who had 
also attended the Synod as a deputy, and did not criticize the Synod, 
either. This was Godefridus Udemans, a friend of the Teellinck brothers 
who worked with them closely for the reformation of morals.?? 

Eeuwout Teellinck had boldly asserted that the Synod had provoked 
God's wrath by failing to promote the practice of piety. On only one 
instance, as far as is known, did his brother Willem voice implicit crit- 
icism of the Synod. This appears to lead to a simple conclusion, namely, 
that however much Eeuwout depended on his brother for his views, on 
his assessment of the Synod he had a view that differed from Willem. Yet 


°8 WJ. op °t Hof, ‘De visie op de Reformatie in de Nadere Reformatie tijdens het 
eerste kwart van de zeventiende eeuw; Documentatieblad Nadere Reformatie 6 (1982), 
89-108; I. Boot, ‘De visie van Van Lodenstein op de Reformatie; Documentatieblad 
Nadere Reformatie 6 (1982), 109-124; Op 't Hof, ‘Gisbertus Voetius' evaluatie van de 
Reformatie’ (see above, n. 67), 211-242; C. Graafland, ‘De verhouding Reformatie en 
Nadere Reformatie; Documentatieblad Nadere Reformatie 17 (1993), 94-111. 

?9 For him, see: P.J. Meertens, ‘Godefridus Cornelisz Udemans; Nederlandsch Archief 
voor Kerkgeschiedenis 28 (1936), 65-106; K. Exalto, ‘Godefridus Udemans (1581/2- 
1649), in T. Brienen et al., De Nadere Reformatie en het gereformeerd Piëtisme (Den Haag 
1989), pp. 87-121. 
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one needs to ask whether the situation really was so simple and uncom- 
plicated. A number of factors suggest that there may not after all have 
been any difference of opinion, and even if there was, it appears to have 
been smaller than first seems to be the case. 

In the first place, it is worthwhile to note that Willem was a minister 
and Eeuwout not. As one of the highest ranking civil servants of Zeeland, 
it was easier for Eeuwout to express his feelings than for his brother, who 
was subject to supervision from the church. The ecclesiastical bodies will 
not have let it go unnoticed if one of the ministers of the Word were to 
have criticized the famous Synod. Secondly, and more importantly, in 
contrast to his brother, Eeuwout had managed successfully to publish all 
his works pseudonymously or anonymously. Eeuwout thus felt free and 
safe to speak his mind without it becoming a pitfall for him, since nobody 
could personally call him to account. 

That Willem actually had a more negative view of the Synod than 
appears from the books which he himself published, is in the third 
place proved by the fact that one of his posthumously published writings 
does indeed contain criticism of the Synod. The fact that the editor, 
Maximiliaan Teellinck, Willems oldest son, colleague and compatriot 
in the Further Reformation,’ left that passage in the book may well 
indicate that he agreed with its import and was prepared to defend 
it. Finally, there is the quotation from Threnos—given above—which 
implicitly suggests that also Willem harbored a negative judgment of the 
Synod. The author of Threnos derived that information from his father 
who saw Willem in Middelburg on an almost daily basis. As result, the 
accuracy of the statement in this quotation must be considered to be 
rather high. 

At this point it is also fitting to pay attention to an aspect that has 
not been dealt with before, namely, the time when the Teellinck brothers 
criticized the Synod. Eeuwout did so twice in 1625, and Willem once in 
1626; both, thus, uttered their criticism several years after the Synod. This 
aspect is even more intriguing when it becomes clear that Eeuwout's con- 
scious criticism formed the climax to a series of earlier similar remarks in 
which he had nevertheless spared the Synod itself. It would appear, then, 
that a particular occasion induced him to become increasingly vocal and 
to use stronger expressions. What could this have been? It is a well- 
known fact that the topics treated in Threnos, particularly the issue of the 


100 For him, see: T. Brienen, ‘Maximiliaen Teellinck (ca. 1606-1653); in Alblas et al., 
Figuren en thema’s van de Nadere Reformatie (see above, n. 79), 3: 69-82. 
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Sabbath, had divided the church at Middelburg already many years 
before its publication.!?! It would thus appear that the skirmishes of 
Eeuwout's opponents with the Synod drew from him, in the heat of the 
battle, a (partially) negative assessment of the Synod. His brother Willem 
responded more cautiously to this argument as he did not focus directly 
and exclusively on the Synod, yet it was no less telling given that he 
included the Reformed confessions in his criticism. Since they did so 
six and seven years respectively after the Synod, one may assume that 
it was the growing controversy in Middelburg that led them to these 
outbursts. 

That also Koelman boldly asserted that the Synod had provoked God's 
anger seems to contradict the explanation given above regarding the 
difference in status of Eeuwout and Willem Teellinck. Yet here, too, 
personal circumstances can account for the paradox. In the first place, 
by the time he openly vented his criticism the Synod already lay some 
seventy-five years behind him so that the topic as such would have been 
a much less sensitive one. In the second place, for Koelman himself the 
issue was an extremely important and sensitive matter. His criticism was 
leveled at the Synod’s positive view of the Christian feasts and at the 
underlying concession to political pressure. He attached so much weight 
to these things that he sacrificed his office for them. Psychologically his 
scathing criticism of the Synod is then also quite understandable. Finally, 
it is striking that he voiced his criticism at the time when it could no 
longer damage him, namely, after his banishment from Sluys. Seeing that 
he had nothing further to lose, there was no reason to restrain himself 
and not speak his mind openly. 

A collected volume of essays on ‘Revisiting the Synod of Dordt (1618- 
1619)’ then calls, as it were, for our own evaluation of the (partially) 
negative assessment of the Synod by the various individuals discussed in 
this article. Since there are many pitfalls to such an evaluation made some 
four hundred years after these assessments were first made, the following 
attempt will be both extremely cautious and merely provisional. 

When Eeuwout Teellinck blamed the Synod for not caring for the prac- 
tice of piety, reformation of morals and discipline, he overlooked two 


10! WJ. op 't Hof, ‘De godsdienstige ligging van De Brune; in Johan de Brune de Oude 
(1588-1658). Een Zeeuws literator en staatsman uit de zeventiende eeuw [Werken uit- 
gegeven door het Koninklijk Zeeuwsch Genootschap der Wetenschappen 6] (Middel- 
burg, 1990), pp. 26-52, there 47-49; Op 't Hof, Voorbereiding en bestrijding (see above, 
n. 2), pp. 128-129 and 134. 
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things. First of all, the Synod had been assembled by the Dutch govern- 
ment to settle doctrinal differences. Therefore, Teellinck should not have 
addressed his reproaches to the Synod, but to the government. He was 
correct to state that in the Remonstrant controversies the practice of piety 
definitely was a doctrinal issue, !? and that the Synod therefore ought not 
to have neglected it. However, itis very questionable whether this is a fair 
and correct evaluation. After all, his brother Willem pointed out that the 
Synod had emphasized the necessity of catechetical instruction, Sabbath 
observance, preaching and discipline. At the most the Synod could have 
been done more, and in a better way, but it is too much to assert that the 
Synod had neglected its duty. As noted before, Eeuwout's remark is most 
likely attributable to the heat of the Middelburg disputes. 

Willem Teellincks statements that the resolutions of the Reformed 
synods and the Reformed confessions had to be tested in the light of 
Scripture, and that a change in circumstances required different theolog- 
ical emphases, were in all likelihood startling within the context in which 
they were made. However, they do not contain any non-Reformed ideas. 

At first sight Koelman seemed to make a mountain out of a molehill by 
harshly denouncing the Synod because of its regulation on the Christian 
feasts in the Church Order. On closer inspection it appears that to hide 
a fundamental conviction, namely, that the government must refrain 
from meddling in internal church affairs. It was the peatmoor fire that 
smouldered under Koelmans ardent theocratic ideal which burst out 
into flames above the surface in the question of the holidays. As he saw 
it, the church had allowed herself to be kept too much on the leash of 
the government, especially in the establishment of the Church Order. 
In all probability, this also explains part of the background to Willem 
Teellinck’s criticism. Principially, Koelman and Teellinck were absolutely 
right when they reprimanded the Synod for lacking a theocratic attitude. 
The Synod should have stood up more for its independence. On the 
other hand, from a historical perspective it is highly doubtful whether 
the Synod was in a position to make tough demands of the government 
and in doing so risk conflict with the authorities. And even if it had been 
in a position to make such demands, one needs to consider yet whether 
this would have been wise. Representatives of the Further Reformation, 
and certainly the main representatives as Koelman and Teellinck, were so 


102 Voetius took this up when he composed Proeve vande cracht der godtsalicheyt. 
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theocratic by principle, however, that for them the norm was formed not 
by what could be attained in practice, but rather by what they thought to 
be biblical commands. 

The above leads to the following final conclusions. The first is that, as 
far as we know, the ambivalent feelings among the Contra- Remonstrants 
in respect to the Synod existed exclusively within the circle of the Further 
Reformation. Secondly, this criticism did not apply to the doctrinal state- 
ments, but only to the practical resolutions and the decisions concerning 
the Church Order. In the third place, only two representatives of the Fur- 
ther Reformation, Eeuwout Teellinck and Jacobus Koelman, expressed 
that criticism in writings published while they were still alive. 

Fourth, the fact that Eeuwout successfully kept the authorship of his 
books a secret from his opponents; that it was not until after his banish- 
ment that Koelman openly expressed his criticism; that Willem Teellinck 
implicitly passed criticism on the Synod in a book not published until 
after his death; and that Maximiliaan Teellinck did not excise this criti- 
cism from the text when he published his father’s work—all these details 
suggest that one can reasonably assume that more negative assessments 
of the Synod were being harbored within the circles of the Further Ref- 
ormation than can now be traced by scholars on the basis of their extant 
writings. 

A fifth conclusion is that the assessment on the Synod of Dordt was 
one of the points on which the Further Reformers could have profound 
differences of opinion. Thus, Koelman thought it incomprehensible that 
Voetius could note that the synodical resolution regarding the Christian 
holidays had been made under pressure from the civil authorities, but 
had not explicitly condemned this. In Koelman this aroused an indigna- 
tion he could hardly suppress. As a sixth conclusion we note that the per- 
sonal circumstances of these four Further Reformers conditioned their 
(non-)ambivalent feelings, as well as their expression of these feelings. 
The seventh and final conclusion is that Eeuwout Teellinck’s criticism 
cannot as a whole be justified in content, whereas Koelmans can. 

That Koelman at the end discredited the English deputies of the Synod 
in a suggestive way forms an unexpected development in a collected 
volume occasioned by a study on the contribution of those same English 
delegates at the Synod of Dordt. 


MAKING SENSE OF SCHISM 


JORIS VAN EIJNATTEN 


Introduction 


On 14 December 1618, French ambassadors delivered a speech to the 
States General in which they expressed their anxiety concerning the 
turn political events had recently taken in the Republic of the Seven 
United Provinces. In a written response issued five days later, their 'High- 
Mightinesses the States General made clear to the French king that they 
were perfectly capable of running their own affairs. The blunt response 
portended ill for Arminian politicians like Johan van Oldenbarneveldt 
and Hugo Grotius, who had been imprisoned at the behest of Prince 
Maurice in August of that year. The States General, wrote the Remon- 
strant historian Geeraerdt Brandt (1626-1685), in their reply used such 
phrases as “Ambitious and Factious Spirits,” “Authors and Encouragers 
of Faction,” and "Innovations in the business of Religion, the Laws, the 
Polity.” The wording made abundantly clear which way the political wind 
was blowing in the Dutch Republic, and led commentators to assume that 
turmoil and trouble were in the offing.’ 

The fact that this worrying text appeared at an ominous time did 
not help to assuage anxieties. On November 27, 1618, a “great Comet” 
had appeared in the Dutch heavens.” The “melancholy sort” of person, 
noted Brandt, was inclined to interpret the unexpected appearance of 
this celestial body as “a presage of approaching calamities.” Some peo- 
ple, having read Melanchthons letters,’ anticipated “a long tail or series 
of miseries and troubles.” Many learned men wrote about the “nature, 


! Geeraerdt Brandt, The History of the Reformation and other Ecclesiastical Transac- 
tions in and about the Low-Countries, from the Beginning of the Eighth Century, down 
to the Famous Synod of Dort (translation by John Chamberlayne of Historie der refor- 
matie, en andre kerkelyke geschiedenissen, in en ontrent de Nederlanden, 1671-1704), 4 
vols. (London, 1720-1723), 2: 582-587. 

? Brandt, History of the Reformation, 2: 587-590. See Tabitta Van Nouhuys, The Age 
of two-faced Janus. The Comets of 1577 and 1618 and the Decline of the Aristotelian World 
(Leiden, 1998). 

3 According to Brandt, Melanchthon had interpreted the solar eclipse at the 
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place, figure, course, effects, and signification" of the comet.* Nicolaus 
Mulerius (1564-1630), who taught medicine at the university in Gronin- 
gen, commented on the comet in a Celestial trumpet.” The pensionary of 
the Middelburg town government, Jacob Cats (1577-1660), who hoped 
the Synod of Dordt would end civil and religious strife and was inclined 
to look benignly on the proceedings, wrote a poem in which he appealed 
to mans ignorance. He expressed his hope that the truth of Christ would 
drive out discord from the Low Countries. As for the "strange Light" in 
the sky, “We wait to learn its Course, and on what Errand sent? The 
latter is the gist of Catss commentary. Comets are portents of divine 
wrath, but what they signify exactly is known only to God and to those 
to whom God has revealed their meaning. Brandt also mentions other 
views on the comet. One authority who interpreted the comet as an omen 
of evil things was the famous Leiden mathematician Willebrordus Snel- 
lius (1580-1626).’ Attributing a malignant, ‘Saturnine influence to it, he 
compared the mysterious body in the night sky to a medieval comet that 
had heralded “Wars, Battles, Revolutions of Governments, and Desola- 
tions of Countries; as also Droughts, Famines, and finally, the Plague.” 
Brandt ends his account by quoting a long passage from the sceptic Pierre 
Gassendi (1592-1655), who argued that there was no convincing proof 
that comets actually foreshadow disaster.’ 

Brandt did not commit himself to interpreting the signs in the skies. 
He restricted himself to examining the human actors before, during and 


beginning of the Council of Constance (1414-1418) as an emblem of that meeting, which 
obscured spiritual light as the moon blocked the light of the sun. 

^ These included three Louvain professors, the philologist Erycius Puteanus (1574- 
1646), the physician Thomas Fienus (1567-1631) and the Jesuit theologian Libert Froid- 
mont (1587-1653): Erycius Puteanus, De cometa a. 1618 novo mundi spectaculo Il. II para- 
doxologia (1619); Thomas Fienus and Libert Froidmont, De cometa anni M.DC.XVIII 
dissertationes Thomae Fieni et Liberti Fromondi (1619). 

5 Nicolaus Mulerius, Hemelsche trompet morgenwecker, ofte comeet met een langebaert 
(1618). 

$ Ihave used Chamberlaynes translation of Cats in Brandt, History of the Reformation, 
2: 588. The poem was first published in Jacob Cats, Aenmerckinghe op de tegenwoordige 
steert-sterre, ende den loop deser tijden so hier als in ander landen (s.l., 1619); and later 
reissued as 'Bedenckinghe op de steert-sterre, ghesien int iaer 1618 ende gheduydet 
op de vergaderinghe van de synode, ghehouden tot Dordrecht; in: Zeeusche Nachtegael 
(Middelburg, 1623), pp. 230-231. See also Jacob Cats, Aenmerckinghe op de tegenwoordige 
steert-sterre en Drie lofdichten op Philips Lansbergen, ed. G.J. Johannes (Utrecht, 1986). 

7 Willebrordus Snellius, Descriptio cometae, qui anno 1618 mense Novembri primum 
effulsit (1619). 

8 Brandt, History of the Reformation, 2: 589-590. 
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after the Synod of Dordt. This is not to say that he did not believe his- 
torical events like the Synod of Dordt could signify deeper meanings. 
He attributed divine purpose to it and related it to a preordained, provi- 
dential scheme of things. So did most church historians who concerned 
themselves with the Synod. This brings us to the two aims of this arti- 
cle. First, it provides a general overview of church historical studies 
devoted specifically to the Synod of Dordt and published since 1619. 
Second, it investigates the meta-narratives in which the various histor- 
ical accounts were embedded. A meta-narrative is here understood to 
be a larger value-laden framework that plausibly ascribes meaning to 
specific narratives such as that of the Synod of Dordt. A meta-narrative 
may, for example, attribute meaning to the contingent confluence of a 
natural phenomenon (such as a comet) with a certain human activity 
(such as a synodal meeting)—although the historical plausibility of this 
particular framework crumbled in the decades after 1619, at least as far 
as the Synod of Dordt is concerned. The following sections show how 
that epoch-making Synod derived value and meaning from three related 
meta-narratives, concerning respectively the integrity of truth-finding 
procedures, the freedom of religious expression, and nationhood. They 
will be discussed in this order. 


Integrity 


The Christian church in the Low Countries embodied an indigenous 
form of Christianity that preceded missionaries such as Willibrord and 
Boniface, who had forced Roman ceremonies upon the local bishops and 
bound them to the Papal see.? This, at any rate, was Brandts view in 
his History of the Reformation. He interpreted the history of the Dutch 
church as the consistent and continuous rejection of Roman influence 
by the Dutch representatives of a purer Christendom. Three features 
thus characterize Brandts view of church history: the institutional unity 
and continuity of the church in the Low Countries, the rejection of 
Roman authority, and the normative claim that the church history of the 
Netherlands reflects, or should reflect, the purpose of a “God of Peace 
and Order? 

Following the lead of Arminian authors such as Hugo Grotius (1583- 
1645) and Simon Episcopius (1583-1643), Brandt made the restoration 


? Brandt, History of the Reformation, 1: 3-4. 
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of Christian unity the main aim of his four-volume magnum opus. A his- 
torical inquiry into the history of the Reformation, he wrote in his dedi- 
cation to the Amsterdam magistrate Cornelius Cloeck (1622-1693), “will 
suggest to us, that Christ only is our Master, and that we are all Brethren, 
and therefore ought never to separate or tear one another to pieces.” 
The Synod of Dordt, of course, caused a schism in the Dutch church, 
in spite of the fact that the "God of Peace and Order places Schisms 
among the damnable works of the flesh"? True to the Arminian tradi- 
tion, Brandt saw mutual forbearance among Christians as the only way to 
restore religious and political unity in the Republic and elsewhere.!! To 
undo the schismatic effects of the Synod of Dordt, however, required that 
the source of enmity be taken away, so that love and moderation might 
flourish. This, in turn, entailed knowledge of the truth and an impartial 
relation of past events, which brought to light “evil designs, words, and 
actions"? It is such a narrative that Brandt hoped to have written. 


For a true relation of such Transactions may be exceeding useful to a 
sound Judgment, in order to weigh and consider what Love of Party (which 
endeavours to foment and keep up unnecessary Divisions, and to make the 
unnecessary become necessary) alledges in its own behalf, and in order to 
distinguish between reality and appearances; as likewise to teach men not 
to magnifie Evil, nor lessen Good, but to value every thing according to its 
intrinsick worth." 


Brandt intended his history to serve the purification (or reformation) of 
the Christian Church in Europe by bringing historical truth to light. 
Brandt represents the Arminian party in seventeenth-century histo- 
riography; the first spokesperson for this tradition had been Johannes 
Uytenbogaert (1557-1644). Specifically concerned to point out the integ- 
rity (or lack of it) of the truth-finding process during the Synod, he 
broached a theme that Brandt later took for granted. His Origin and 
progress of the Dutch ecclesiastical differences (1623) presented, in some 
500 pages, an overview of the events leading up to the Synod, and an 


10 Brandt, History of the Reformation, 1: vi-vii (dedication). 

11 J, van Eijnatten, "Lodestars of Latitude. Gerard Brandt's Peacable Christian (c. 1664), 
Irenicism and Religious Dissent; Lias. Sources and Documents Relating to the Early 
Modern History of Ideas 26 (1999), 57-75. 

12 Brandt, History of the Reformation (see above, n. 10), 1: author's preface (unpagina- 
ted). 

13 Brandt, History of the Reformation, 1: iv (dedication). 

14 Johannes Uytenbogaert, Oorspronck ende voortganck der Nederlantsche kerckelijcke 
verschillen, tot op het Nationale Synodus van Dordrecht: mitsgaders Historisch verhael, van 
't ghene sich toegedraeghen heeft binnen Dordrecht in de jaren 1618. en 1619. tusschen de 
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account of the Synod itself. He began his preface by making clear which 
ethical standards need to be maintained when determining truth. There 
are basically two means to establish truth. One means consists of argu- 
mentation and persuasion, the other of friendliness and courtesy. The 
Remonstrants had employed both truth-finding methods, before and 
during the Synod. The Contra-Remonstrants, by contrast, had stooped to 
deceit and violence to get their way. Deceit in this context meant covering 
up the truth with lies, violence that people were prevented through force 
from revealing the truth. Uytenbogaert aimed to demonstrate how, in 
the discussions over predestination, deceit and violence had marred the 
process through which religious truth should have been ascertained. 
By disregarding the two basic rules of ecclesiastical truth finding men- 
tioned above, the Synod of Dordt destroyed the spiritual legitimacy of the 
Reformed church. In Brandts account, the Synod derived its meaning in 
the scheme of things from the integrity of the procedures through which 
divinely led religious institutions are bound to ascertain truth. This, in a 
nutshell, is the first, predominantly seventeenth-century meta-narrative 
to be discussed in this article. 

Calvinist historians employed the same meta-perspective. The main 
response to Uytenbogaert came from Jacobus Trigland (1583-1654), 
a Calvinist professor of theology. Trigland devoted his Church history 
(1650), a tome of more than 1,000 pages in folio, wholly to the Synod of 
Dordt.! His book refuted, not the Origin and progress (1623), but Uyten- 
bogaert’s Church history, which had appeared posthumously in 1645." 
Trigland accused Uytenbogaert of having attempted to introduce into the 


Nationale Synode der Contra-Remonstranten ende hare geassocieerde ter eender; ende de 
geciteerde kercken-dienaren Remonstranten ter ander sijden ([S.1.], 1623). 

35 Johannes Uytenbogaert, Oorspronck ende voortganck der Nederlantsche kerckelijcke 
verschillen, unpaginated preface. 

16 Jacobus Trigland, Kerckelycke geschiedenissen begrypende de swaere en bekommer- 
lijcke geschillen, in de Vereenigde Nederlanden voor-gevallen, met derselver beslissinge, ende 
aenmerckingen op de kerckelycke historie van Johannes Wtenbogaert (Leiden, 1650); an 
earlier response to Uytenbogaert was Jacobus Trigland, Opus (...), dat is: De boecken 
of tractaten beschreven door Jacobum Triglandium (...) aengaende de verschillen binnen 
weynigh jaren inde Nederlandsche Gereformeerde kercken door de Remonstranten ver- 
weckt, ende door de Synode Nationael tot Dordrecht A\o 1618 ende 1619 gedecideert (Ams- 
terdam, 1628). 

17 Johannes Uytenbogaert, De kerckelicke historie, vervattende verscheyden gedenck- 
waerdige saecken, inde Christenheyt voorgevallen, van het jaer vierhondert af, tot in het 
jaer sesthienhondert ende negenthien (S.l., 1646). 
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Reformed church what he called a “libertarian looseness in religion.”'* It 
was a difficult thing, he observed, to write a commentary on a book on 
church history that had all the appearance of being impartial, and which 
treated ecclesiastical issues of such complexity and so closely connected 
with politics. In revealing the truth hidden by Uytenbogaert’s slanted 
justification of the Remonstrants (and his concomitant condemnation of 
the Reformed), Trigland realized that he had possibly exposed himself 
to the disapprobation of powerful people. But, he said, things would 
go the way God meant them to go, "according to his wise Providence? 
After all, in the "affairs of God, which concern his truth and glory, the 
Kingdom of our Saviour, the foundation of His Church, and consequently 
the well-being of the Republic and our dear Fatherland,’ the consent or 
displeasure of mere mortals was not an issue; what mattered was the 
preservation and propagation of truth. In pursuing this end, Trigland 
would do his best to write with “modesty, moderation and prudence"? 
This moral code for finding truth did not prevent him from harshly 
condemning the Arminians, but Trigland’s concluding advice to the 
reader is wholly in line with his attempt to underline, and thus rationally 
confirm, the integrity of the synodal procedures to which he had tried to 
make his reader a witness: “Judge impartially”? 

Trigland, in return, was answered by the leading Remonstrant theolo- 
gian of the second half of the seventeenth century, Philippus van Lim- 
borch (1633-1712). Among other things, Van Limborch wrote a fore- 
word to a Brief history of the Synod of Dordrecht (1671)?! a translation of 
the Golden remains (1659) of John Hales (1584-1656), who had attended 
the Synod as chaplain to the English ambassador at The Hague.” Van 
Limborch objected to the coercion of conscience to which councils like 
the Synod of Dordt had led by laying down as a matter of belief issues 


15 Trigland, Kerckelycke geschiedenissen, unpaginated preface; according to Trigland, 
Uytenbogaert had derived his ideas from Jacobus Acontius’s Satanae stratagemata (1565). 

1? Trigland, Kerckelycke geschiedenissen, p. 1. 

20 Trigland, Kerckelycke geschiedenissen, p. 1161. 

?! John Hales, Korte historie van het synode van Dordrecht, vervatende eenige aen- 
merkelijke en noyt voor-henen ontdekte bysonderheden, 2nd ed. (Gouda, 1671). 

22 John Hales, Golden remains of the ever memorable mr. John Hales of Eaton Colledge 
&c: with additions from the authours own Copy, VI. sermons & miscellanies, also letters 
and expresses concerning the Synod of Dordt (not before printed) from an authentick hand 
Golden remains (2nd ed.; London, 1673). A contemporary German translation by Daniel 
Hartnack (Hartnaccius, 1642-1708) was based on the Dutch one: Censur und Historie 
des Dordrechtischen Synodi, so erst izzo aus etlichen Schreiben zweyer Calvinisten als: Mr. 
Johann Hales, und Dr. Walther Balcanqual, an Herrn Dudley Carldon (Zeitz, 1672). 
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that God had never intended to be laid down. In this way, the simple 
faith of the Gospel was degraded to the art of disputation. Again, Van 
Limborch was concerned to show how the integrity of the truth-finding 
process was safeguarded best; but unlike Trigland, he believed that the 
way the Synod of Dordt had gone about it was definitely not the correct 
way. Ihe Synod of Dordt had not been concerned to find truth, but to dis- 
tort it. Human limitations played an important role, since one party had 
dominated the discussion and arrogated to itself the right to pronounce 
judgement on the other. Party interest had motivated the judges them- 
selves; and instead of prudent and modest people carrying the day, the 
reckless and immoderate had gotten their way. Haless letters were pre- 
cisely of interest because they contained the opinion ofa reliable observer 
on the synodal process. Van Limborch’s aim in publishing the letters, so 
many years after the event, was to inform “all lovers of truth and Chris- 
tian peace and freedom,’ in the hope that the Spirit would move their 
hearts, and the will of the God of peace be done; in brief, to make a start 
with healing the schism by enlightening his readers of the fallible nature 
of the truth-finding procedures followed in 1618-1619.” 

Brandt's History of the Reformation itself was refuted by Jacobus Ley- 
dekker (1656-1729), a minister of the ‘public Reformed church at Mid- 
delburg in the province of Zeeland. Having earned his reputation as a 
historian by publishing a Church history in 1691, he was commissioned 
in 1703 by the regional classis to refute Brandts third and fourth vol- 
umes, which had recently appeared. In the Honour of the National Synod 
of Dordt, Leydekker strenuously objected to Brandt's subverting the truth 
by his tricks (streken).?^? He offered practical rules that guaranteed the 
integrity of any truth-finding process, whether at a synod or in a church 
historians’ study.” To inquire into doctrinal truth requires that one (a) 
has a repentant, humble and inquisitive attitude; (b) prays for wisdom 
and enlightenment; (c) exercises diligence, (d) reads Scripture and stud- 


? Philippus van Limborch, unpaginated preface, in: Hales, Korte historie van het 
synode van Dordrecht. 

24 Jacobus Leydekker, Kerckelycke historie (Dordrecht, 1691). 

25 Jacobus Leydekker, Eere van de Nationale Synode van Dordregt, in den jaren 1618 en 
1619. Voorgestaan en bevestigd tegen de beschuldigingen van G. Brand, in syn Historie der 
reformatie, 2 vols. (Amsterdam, 1705-1707), 1: 17. 

?$ Interestingly, Leydekkers derives these rules from an inaugural address on the 
theme held at Heidelberg in 1584: Georgius Sohnius, Oratio de quaestione illa: dissen- 
sionibus in ecclesia gliscentibus, quid facere homo Christianus, praecipueque sacrarum lite- 
rarum studiosus, e» quomodo se gerere debeat, ut ad cognitionem veritatis perveniat (Hei- 
delberg, 1584). The address had been translated into Dutch as Een treffelijcke oratie, 
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ies on the doctrine under discussion; (e) understands the doctrines and 
their history; (f) examines the extent to which they agree with Scripture; 
and (g) investigates in which theological language the doctrines have 
been formulated." To properly appreciate the Synod of Dordt, historians 
needed to gauge whether the various parties properly applied these rules. 
The Remonstrants obviously did not, at least not in Leydekker's opinion. 
A chapter in the second volume, with the characteristic title "Artifices 
of the Remonstrants in continuing, and persevering in, their opinions,” 
focused entirely on the issue of integrity (or, more precisely, the lack of it). 
Leydekker accused Brandt in particular of not divulging the whole truth, 
being unnecessarily polemical, choosing his witnesses in a biased way, 
and unearthing anonymous pasquinades that should have been assigned 
permanently to oblivion.”* His general claim, of course, is that the way 
the Synod itself was conducted shows that it was inspired by the spirit of 
truth, which is the Spirit of God. 

Leydekker’s stress on providential purpose is clearer in his Triumph 
of divine truth (1719), a series of three sermons held at the centenary 
of the Synod.” This more explicitly providentialist view of the past was 
characteristic of a genre that has been rather misleadingly identified as 
“Calvinist history writing?" The genre actually consists of expanded 
occasional sermons, usually delivered on prayer days, the purpose of 
which was to urge the people to repent and convert in order to avert the 
wrath of God. In such sermons, history essentially served to illustrate 
two things, the extent of God's beneficence (which called for reciprocity 
or gratitude on the part of the people) and the exemplary pious behavior 
of the founding fathers (which suggested the need for emulation). The 
classic example of a hugely enlarged sermon in this genre is Abraham 
van der Veldes Wonders of the Almighty (1668), on "the causes, ways and 
means by which the United Provinces from their earlier subjugation so 
wondrously (...) were raised to so great a power, richness, honor and 


leerende hoe sich een Christen mensche schuldich is te draghen int onderzoecken der 
waerheyt, wanneer inde Kercke over de Leere verschillen ende oneenicheden op-rijsen 
(Schiedam, 1611). 

27 Leydekker, Eere van de Nationale Synode van Dordregt, 1: 22-23. 

28 Leydekker, Eere van de Nationale Synode van Dordregt, 2: 494, 531-532. 

?? Jacobus Leydekker, Triomf der goddelyke waarheit, genade, en vrede, ofte drie jubel- 
predikatien, ter geheugenisse van het houden der Nationale Synode te Dordrecht in de jaren 
1618 en 1619 (Rotterdam, 1719). 

30 J.C. Breen, ‘Gereformeerde populaire historiografie in de zeventiende en achttiende 
eeuw, in Mythe en werkelijkheid. Drie eeuwen vaderlandse geschiedbeoefening (1600- 
1900), ed. J.A.L. Lancée (Utrecht, 1979), pp. 40-67. 
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awesomeness”?! In this extended call for communal repentance, Van 
der Velde (1614-1677) related the public church to the Dutch Revolt. 
The story of the ‘Eighty Years’ War’ against Spain is basically a narrative 
about the way God delivered His people from the oppression of Papal 
Egypt. The greater part of Van der Veldes book consists of Old Testament 
parallels and discussions of theological issues, and it is in the latter 
context that he repeatedly cites the Synod of Dordt. He did not, however, 
discuss the Synod itself as an historical event. 

In books that followed the trend set by Van der Velde, the Synod 
is explicitly treated as a providential occurrence, an event caused and 
guided by the hand of God. Jacobus Fruytier (1659-1731) devoted a 
third of his 900-page Sions struggles (1715) to the origins of, and pro- 
cedures during, the Synod of Dordt. Tellingly, in this lengthy dialogue 
between Nathaniel, Piety, and Truth, it is the latter who, on the eve of his 
departure from the Dutch Republic, tells the story of Dordt.? Truth, of 
course, was bound to narrate truthfully, so that the reader was assured 
of the reliability of his account. Other writers in this tradition were less 
voluble than Fruytier. In his Histories of the United Provinces, Johannes 
Blomhert (1694-1738) did not entertain the slightest doubt that during 
the Synod “the cause of God had been defended against that of men? 
However, he had little else to say on the Synod as such, since others had 
already described it so extensively. He did mention that Oldenbarnevelt 
was beheaded after being found guilty of treason. "It is considered as 
something extraordinary, yes, by some also as a sign of God's just revenge, 
that the two foremost fingers of his right hand were cut off at the same 
time??? Judging by Blomhert' interest in apocryphal stories, portents, 
and omens still kept their attractiveness on a popular level. 

Catholic treatises were also couched in the language of integrity and 
truth; but while some focused on institutional truth finding, others 
stressed the principle of institutional continuity. For Counter-Reforma- 


?! Abraham van de Velde, De wonderen des alder-hooghsten, ofte Aenwijsinge vande 
oorsaecken, wegen, en middelen, waer door de Geunieerde Provintien, uyt hare vorige 
onderdruckinge soo wonderbaerlijck (...) tot soo grooten macht, rijckdom, eere, en onsag- 
gelijckheydt zijn verheven (Middelburg, 1668). 

32 Jacobus Fruytier, Sions worstelingen. Of Historische samenspraken over de verscheide 
en zeer bittere wederwaardigheden van Christus kerke, met openbare en verborgene vyan- 
den (Rotterdam, 1715). 

? Johannes Blomhert, De geschiedenissen van het vereenigde Nederlandt zedert haer 
eerste opkomst tot op deese onse dagen: hoe ’t selve verlost, verhoogt en bewaert is door 
wonderen van Gods voorzienigheit onder 't bestuur der princen van Oranje en Nassauw 
(Utrecht, 1735), pp. 200-201. 
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tion Catholics, truth had already been formally ratified, which made an 
evaluation of the procedures of a heretical synod somewhat superfluous. 
The aim of the Franciscan Massaeus Potvliet (1608-1664) in his Sweet 
observations on the Synod of the Reformed held in Dordrecht (1656) was to 
“publicly convince” Calvinists that the Synod of Dordt had been inspired 
by “the spirit of falsehood??* The Calvinist fathers had put on a “mask” 
(mommen-aensicht) of irrelevant biblical quotations to hide their own 
“filth” (vuylicheyt), and Potvliet intended to pull off that mask so that 
the light of truth would reveal their deception.” The Jesuit Louis Maim- 
bourg (1610-1686), whose History of Arianism appeared in French in 
1673, offered another Roman Catholic view of the Synod. His history 
was “an account of the victories of the Word Incarnate” over heresy and 
error. The history of truth, for Maimbourg, was embedded in a universal 
institution that honors martyrs, organizes councils, and recognizes mira- 
cles.*° The effects of the Synod were in his view rather limited. Apart from 
the Remonstrants being condemned, the Synod’s success “tended only 
to two circumstances.” The first was the execution of Oldenbarnevelt, a 
man of great value to Holland. The second was an aggravation of the dis- 
cord the Synod had intended to eliminate, since it resulted in a prolif- 
eration of Protestant sects, including Calvino-Papists, Puritans, Brown- 
ists, “Brochtrinists, Gomarists (or Contra-Remonstrants), and Armini- 
ans.?7 

Similarly, Jean-Bénigne Bossuet (1627-1704), in an account largely 
directed against the Huguenot Pierre Jurieu (1637-1713), inferred from 
his examination of the Canones, proceedings and effects of the Synod of 
Dordt that the decrees it had laid down led to absurd conclusions, and 
that it had certainly failed to exterminate Pelagianism. Bossuet's judg- 
ment in Book XIV was, in consequence, that "this great Synod has proved 
quite useless, and neither cured the people, nor even the Pastors, for 


34 Massaeus Potvliet, Soete bemerckinghen op het synode der ghereformeerde ghehouden 
binnen Dordrecht inde iaren 1618. ende 1619., namentlijck op de gheschillen van de 
verkiesinghe, verworpinghe, rechtveerdighmakinghe, ende andere by-ghevoeghde leeringhen 
(Antwerpen, 1656). 

35 Potvliet, Soete bemerckinghen op het synode, preface, unpaginated. 

36 Louis Maimbourg, The history of Arianism (...) shewing its influence upon civil 
affairs: and the causes of the dissolution of the Roman empire (translation of Histoire de 
l'arianisme depuis sa naissance jusqu'a sa fin, 1673) (London, 1728), pp. v-vi (preface). 
Note that Maimbourgs Histoire du Calvinisme (Paris, 1682) only treats the sixteenth 
century. 

37 Maimbourg, History of Arianism, pp. 140-141. 
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whom it was principally intended??* The Synod itself was exclusively con- 
cerned with preserving the peculiar doctrines of Calvinism, and showed 
little zeal in defending "the fundamental principles of Christianity??? 
It was these fundamental tenets that Bossuet sought to defend, as the 
basis for a truly universal (Roman Catholic) unity. Revealing the contra- 
dictions in Protestant doctrine would ultimately open up the minds of 
heretics to the “Catholick truth, like a beautiful sun piercing thro’ opaque 


clouds? 49 


Liberty 


The four Leiden theologians—Johannes à Marck (1656-1731), Francis- 
cus Fabricius (1663-1738), Johannes Wesselius (1671-1745), and Taco 
Hajo van den Honert (1666-1740)—who celebrated the centenary of 
the Synod in 1719 had little to add to the debate.*! They stood fair 
and square in the tradition of Trigland and Leydekker.? Conversely, 
the Lutheran church historian Johann Lorenz Mosheim (1693-1755) 
regarded the Synod of Dordt in the light of a “deplorable schism, which all 
the efforts of human wisdom have since been unable to heal.’ He clearly 
sympathized theologically with Arminius, who after all conformed to 
the Lutheran view that God in his eternal decree had excluded no one 
from salvation. Mosheim recognized that the Synod itself had been fre- 
quented by the “most eminent divines" and “learned deputies” from 
the United Provinces, England, Scotland, Switzerland, Bremen, Hesse, 
and the Palatinate, and that a "numerous and solemn assembly" had 
pronounced judgment on the Arminian party. The triumph of Dordt 
was short-lived, however. The doctrine of absolute decrees lost ground 
rapidly, at least in part as a result of the “eloquence, sagacity, and 


38 Jacques Bénigne Bossuet, The history of the variations of the Protestant churches 
(translation of the 6th ed. (1718) of Histoire des variations des églises protestantes, 1688), 
2 vols. (Antwerp, 1742), 2: 321. 

?? Bossuet, History of the variations of the Protestant churches, 2: 324. 

40 Bossuet, History of the variations of the Protestant churches, 1: xxix (preface). 

^! Festivitas Secularis Anni Supra millesimum et septingentesimum decimi et noni. 
Celebrata a.d. XXIX Maji, a Professoribus Theologiae in Academia Lugduno-Batavorum 
(Leiden, 1719). 

42 There is little of interest in Jean Aymon, Tous les synodes nationaux des eglises 
reformées de France: auxquels on a joint des mandemens roiaux, et plusieurs lettres 
politiques, sur ces matieres synodales, 2 vols. (The Hague, 1710). 
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learning” of theologians who defended the Remonstrant cause.*? Mos- 
heim’s self-professed impartiality did not prevent him from offering 
anecdotes that put the Synod in a negative light, such as the verses that 
circulated in England shortly after the Synod: 


Dordrechti Synodus, Nodus; Chorus Integer, Ager; 
Conventus, Ventus; Sessio, Stramen. Amen. ^4 


Mosheims translator Archibald Maclaine (1722-1804), a minister at the 
Scots Presbyterian church in The Hague, added in his commentary that 
it was impossible to justify the proceedings of the Synod of Dordt, and 
that it would have been well if they “had been more conformable to the 
spirit of Christian charity? ^ 

Maclaines sympathy for Mosheim was guided by what we may call 
the liberal Protestant view of religious freedom—the idea that people 
should be free individually to determine whatever Scripture leads them 
to believe. This principle provided the foundation for the second meta- 
narrative to be discussed in this article. Its rigorous application made syn- 
ods in general, and the Synod of Dordt in particular, quite redundant. The 
English dissenter Samuel Chandler (1693-1766) took this view. Based on 
Brandts History of the Reformation, Chandler's account of the Synod of 
Dordt is marked by an anticlerical (or rather, anti-hierarchical) crusade 
against religious persecution. He notes that the political authorities, while 
committed to the Reformation, 


were not for confining their Protection to any particular Set of Principles 
or Opinions, but for granting an universal Indulgence in all Matters of Reli- 
gion, aiming at Peace and Mutual Forbearance, and to open the Church as 
wide as possible for all Christians of unblameable Lives (...). 


The clergy, on the other hand, were incorrigibly bigoted, and sought 
to impose a narrow and doubtful interpretation of Christian doctrine 
on the church.* The Synod members “behaved themselves as tyrani- 
cally towards their Brethren, as any prelatical Council whatsoever could 


^ Johann Lorenz Mosheim, An ecclesiastical history, antient and modern, 5 vols. 
(London, 1774), pp. 497-499; this was a translation by Archibald Maclaine of Mosheims 
Institutiones historiae ecclesiasticae (1726-1755). 

44 Mosheim, Ecclesiastical history, 515. For the poem’s provenance, see Van den Berg, 
‘Synod of Dordt in the balance; p. 4, note 14. The distich was also applied to the Colloquy 
of Thorn (1645); see Philipp Schaff, The creeds of Christendom with a history and critical 
notes, 3 vols. (New York 1931), 1: 562: "Quid synodus? nodus: Patrum chorus integer? 
eeger: / Conventus? ventus: Gloria? stramen. Amen.” 

45 Mosheim, Ecclesiastical history, pp. 515-516. 

^6 Samuel Chandler, The history of persecution (London, 1736; 1st ed. 1731), p. 330. 
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do,’ by calling for the execution of Oldenbarnevelt and banishing the 
Arminian ministers." Chandler thus used the Synod of Dordt to illus- 
trate several politico-religious lessons, namely, that the clergy rather than 
the civil magistrates promote persecution; that certain Christians have 
been victimized for matters of minor importance; that pride, ambition 
and greed are the causes of persecution; that councils and synods do not, 
cannot and should not possess spiritual authority; that obliging people 
to subscribe to confessions is “unreasonable and pernicious”; and that 
adherence to Scripture alone is the best safeguard for truth and ortho- 
doxy.^? 

Such acerbic accounts of the Synod of Dordt, based on what eigh- 
teenth-century writers called the ‘Protestant principle —the liberty to 
inquire into the Bible, regardless of what clerical synods had estab- 
lished—are largely lacking in the eighteenth-century Dutch historiog- 
raphy. The reason for this is not that the more Enlightened Dutch con- 
demned the principle, but apparently that to most Dutch historians the 
Synod was simply not a popular subject. Only one minister celebrated 
the Synod in print in 1769.? The Mennonite dissenter Jan Wagenaar 
(1709-1773), who wrote a magisterial, twenty-one volume National his- 
tory between 1749 and 1759, offered his readers a fair if somewhat super- 
ficial portrayal of the proceedings during the Synod, focusing on the 
exclusion of the Remonstrants and the condemnation of their doctrine.^? 
Wagenaar abided by the principle that a historian should suspend judge- 
ment until irrefutable proof for one standpoint or the other had been 
found;>! consequently, his account excels in moderation. Nor did Joannes 
Florentius Martinet (1729-1795) shock his readers.? His nine-volume 


? Chandler, History of persecution, p. 339. 

48 Chandler, History of persecution, pp. 403-468. 

^ Petrus Bonte, Gedagtenis van het hoogeerwaardig en te regt geroemt christelyk synode 
van Dordrecht (Leiden, 1769). A seventeenth-century history of the Synod was again 
published in 1773: Frederik de Vrij, Historie of kort en waarachtig verhaal van den 
oorsprong en voortgang der kerkelijke beroerten in Holland (1st ed. 1621; Amsterdam 1773; 
Middelburg, 1786). 

5° Jan Wagenaar, Vaderlandsche historie, vervattende de geschiedenissen der Vereenigde 
Nederlanden, inzonderheid die van Holland, van de vroegste tyden af, uit de geloofwaardig- 
ste schryvers en egte gedenkstukken samengesteld, 3rd ed., 21 vols. (Amsterdam, 1790- 
1796), 10: 311-329. 

5l See L.H.M. Wessels, Bron, waarheid en de verandering der tijden. Jan Wagenaar 
(1709-1773), een historiografische studie (Den Haag, [1997]), pp. 197-208. 

52 Joannes Florentius Martinet, Historie der waereld, 9 vols. (Amsterdam, 1780-1788). 
A critique ofthe book appeared as [Frederik Justus van Oldenburg junior], Vaderlandsche 
brieven, behelzende een onderzoek der denkwijze van J.F. Martinet, in zijne Historie der 
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History of the world treated the Synod of Dordt in a “dialogue” on the 
“ecclesiastical history of our Fatherland” On the question, “And what 
was the conclusion of this all? 5 posed after a description of the politi- 
cal and religious choices made by Maurice and Oldenbarnevelt, followed 
the response: "That Providence, although it never admits evil means in 
order to achieve the good, caused a light to appear out of that lengthy 
darkness? The States translation of the Bible was one positive result, the 
Canones another; the latter a “Truth, still believed in our Church in the 
present day??? Given the general tenor of his account, Martinet seems to 
value the Synod of Dordt most for putting an end to conflict; the appease- 
ment of religious strife figures prominently in his account of church life 
in the Republic. 

Not before 1819 was the "Protestant principle introduced wholesale 
into Dutch historiography. In their History of the Dutch Reformed Church 
(1819-1827), the Reformed ministers and church historians Annaeus 
Ypey (1760-1837) and Isaác Johannes Dermout (1777-1867) tell the 
story of the Synod of Dordt in a chapter called, “Historical account of the 
vicissitudes of the Reformed Church of the Netherlands, in relation to 
its division into two denominations.” As the title indicates, the authors 
regretted the schism. They wrote in a civil tone, but the sting is in their 
selection and interpretation of the sources. The history of Dordt turns 
out to be mostly one of synodal authoritarianism and persecution. They 
outlined their approach in the preface to the first volume, once again 
stressing impartiality: 

We believe that we can openheartedly admit that no distinction between 


churches, denominations, sects, factions or individuals has had any influ- 
ence whatsoever on our inquiries and the conclusions drawn from them.” 


At the same time, Ypey and Dermout based their book unilaterally on 
the ‘Protestant’ liberty to inquire into the Bible. They saw this as a human 
right, the exercise of which wasa civic duty and a national quality peculiar 
to the Dutch. They began their history with the Reformation, for which, 
next to God, humanity must above all thank the Dutch nation. “Our 


waereld, aangaande het Synode van Dordrecht in 1618 en 1619, het karakter der Fransche 
Natie en de staatkundige inzigten der Prinsen van Oranje (Kampen, [1793]); FJ. van 
Oldenburg is possibly a pseudonym used by Frederik Willem Boer. 

53 Martinet, Historie der waereld (see above, n. 52), 8: 23-24. 

4 A. Ypeij and I.J. Dermout, Geschiedenis der Nederlandsche Hervormde Kerk, 4 vols. 
(Breda, 1819-1827), 2: 218-250. 

5 Ypeij and Dermout, Geschiedenis der Nederlandsche Hervormde Kerk, 1: LVII. 
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fatherland first witnessed the dawn that promised a fine day of salvation 
and joy to the Christian people after such a long night of barbarity (...)^ 
It was this story that Ypey and Dermout set out to relate, focusing on 
the means used by "God's high providence” to bring the light of the true 
Gospel unto Europe.” The Protestant principle, they claimed, was first 
heard in the Netherlands. One need only think of the greatest reformer 
of them all, Erasmus, with his firm, proto-Protestant belief in "self-worth 
and Christian freedom"? 

The only way to counter applications to history of the highly value- 
laden Protestant principle was to stress not so much the integrity as the 
legality of ecclesiastical organisations and procedures, and in this way 
emphasize their fundamental morality. This was the course taken in the 
only noteworthy commemorative piece of writing celebrating Dordts 
bicentenary, a sermon by Nicolaas Schotsman (1754-1822).?? An ortho- 
dox Reformed minister, Schotsman regretted that his contemporaries 
almost unanimously condemned the Synod of Dordt as a meeting held 
for political reasons rather than the sake of seeking truth; that the debates 
had been a quibble over words instead of issues; that the aptitude and 
legal authority of the Synod members were suspect; that passion and fac- 
tiousness had prevailed over love for truth; and that the Synod's labours 
had proved fruitless. In 1819, he observed, practically everybody rejected 
as highly inopportune the commemoration of the Synod of Dordt. No 
one wanted to resurrect old disagreements at a time when most people 
considered ecclesiastical unionism a primary issue.” Schotsman, need- 
less to say, disagreed, and set out to vindicate the Reformed Fathers in 
a sermon on the history of the Synod, aptly choosing as his text Acts 
20:30-31a, “Also of your own selves shall men arise, speaking perverse 
things, to draw away disciples after them. Therefore watch (...)^ He then 


56 Ypeij and Dermout, Geschiedenis der Nederlandsche Hervormde Kerk, 1: 2-3. 

57 Ypeij and Dermout, Geschiedenis der Nederlandsche Hervormde Kerk, 1: 26. 

58 Nicolaas Schotsman, Eere-zuil, ter gedachtenis van de voor twee honderd jaren te 
Dordrecht gehoudene Nationale Synode, opgeregt (2nd ed.; Leiden, 1819), pp. iii-xxiv. 
Bilderdijk responded to a highly critical review of Schotsmans Eere-zuil in the Amster- 
damsch letterlievend maandschrift. Another (rare) example of a publication commemo- 
rating Dordt is an anonymous Het twee- en driemaal halleluja, ter gelegenheid van het 
gehouden derde eeuwfeest der kerkhervorming in 1817, en het tweede eeuwfeest van het 
gehouden Nationale Synode te Dordregt, in 1618 en 1619, of Zamenspraak, gehouden bij 
die gelegenheid tusschen vader en zoon, door een oud rechtzinnig lid der Hervormde Kerk 
(Schiedam, 1819). 

5 Schotsman, Eere-zuil, pp. 3-4. 
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reiterated a legalist argument that had been commonly used in the 
eighteenth century by orthodox supporters of the public, state-sponsored 
church. By organizing the Synod, the church had simply acted as any 
other association would have. When members of any association attempt 
on their own initiative to change the rules, that association's directors are 
bound to examine the intended innovations. This is precisely what the 
Synod of Dordt did.*! In a lengthy historical overview, Schotsman set 
out to show that the synodal procedures had been necessary, wise, and 
moderate. God, he concluded, had given the Reformed Fathers “one heart 
and one intention” to defend and preserve the pure confession of faith in 
the spirit of brotherly love. Schotsmans text was a sermon, and his main 
objective was to inspire Christians in 1819 to remain as steadfast as their 
seventeenth-century forebears. 

The poet Willem Bilderdijk (1756-1831) in 1819 wrote a commenda- 
tory foreword to the second edition of Schotsman’s sermon. In his own 
History of the Fatherland, published in instalments from 1832 onwards 
but based on the private lectures he had given around 1820, Bilderdijk 
also treated the Synod from a legal perspective. A lawyer by training, 
he accused the Remonstrants of pressuring the Synod to change the 
agenda; rather than discuss which doctrines the Reformed church should 
teach, the Synod examined the doctrine itself. Given the opportunity 
to defend their position, the Arminians “began most furiously with 
their usual maliciousness to subvert the doctrine of Predestination?& 
They obstinately turned down every suggestion to settle the issue in the 
spirit of moderation. “They refused everything, and protested against 
everything; and did so with the most derisive and insulting arguments 


© The legalist argument is apparent from, for instance, Korte historie van de Synode 
Nationaal: gehouden binnen Dordtrecht in de jaaren 1618 en 1619: uit echte gedenkstukken, 
en geloofwaardige schrijveren opgemaakt, door den procureur van de Vaderlandsche Kerke 
(Arnhem, 1776), which has been attributed without conclusive evidence to Petrus Hof- 
stede; the title typically refers to a procureur or ‘attorney’ as a defender of the Public 
Church. See Joris van Eijnatten, Liberty and Concord in the United Provinces. Religious 
Toleration and the Public in the Eighteenth-Century Netherlands (Brill's Studies in Intel- 
lectual History 111) (Leiden etc, 2003), pp. 70-81. 

61 Schotsman, Eere-zuil, p. 12. 

€ Schotsman, Eere-zuil, p. 51. 

$5 Willem Bilderdijk, Geschiedenis des vaderlands, H.W. Tydeman ed. (13 vols.; Am- 
sterdam, 1832-1853), 8: 75. A substantial part of Bilderdijks account was reproduced 
in French by N. Chátelain, Histoire du Synode de Dordrecht, considéré sous ses rapports 
religieux et politiques dés 1609 à 1619 (Paris, Amsterdam, 1841), pp. 215-309; the editor 
only included Bilderdijk to avoid being accused of (liberal) bias. 
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imaginable.’ No small wonder that the Synod felt obliged to condemn the 
Remonstrants’ five points and draw up the Canones.™ 


Genealogy 


Not immediately apparent from Bilderdijks narrative are the idiosyn- 
cratic beliefs that led him to portray the events surrounding the Synod of 
Dordt in terms that by all accounts were one-sided, if not outright erro- 
neous and even more than a little malevolent. His description is based in 
part on his view of history as a fundamental opposition between love 
of self and love of God. The story of mankind in his view amounted 
to a conflict between those who challenged the will of God and those 
who obeyed it. The doctrine of predestination he regarded as an expres- 
sion of the basic tenet that man is, or should be, wholly subservient to 
and dependent on God. From this perspective, the Synod of Dordt was 
but one manifestation of an ongoing collision of almost cosmic propor- 
tion between active self-will and passive surrender. Yet it was an impor- 
tant event, since it took place in the country—or rather, the province— 
that would before long witness the second coming of Christ. Holland, in 
Bilderdijks opinion, was predestined to fulfill a very special role in the 
history of salvation. 

It is this attempt to integrate the Synod of Dordt into the genealogy 
of the Dutch people that marks the nineteenth-century shift in meta- 
narrative from liberty to genesis, from mans reliance on his own free, 
God-given conscience to the providential guidance of a nation under 
God. For if history is the handwriting of Providence, then what else can 
the nation be, other than the sanctified outcome of a process to which 
historians, by virtue of their religious conviction, were free to attach a 
divine signature? Few people were more adept at sacralizing the secular 
in this way than the politician, historian and "confessor of the Gospel" 
Guillaume Groen van Prinsterer (1801-1876). Groen was an orthodox 
Calvinist who developed a counter-revolutionary political theory that, 
somewhat paradoxically, combined the principles of the revolutionary 
period (such as representation in government) with orthodox Christian 


64 Bilderdijk, Geschiedenis des vaderlands, 8: 79. 

$5 Joris van Eijnatten, Hogere sferen. De ideeénwereld van Willem Bilderdijk (1756- 
1831) (Hilversum, 1998), pp. 662-664; Joris van Eijnatten, ‘Vestige of the Third Force. 
Willem Bilderdijk, Poet, Anti-Skeptic, Millenarian; The Journal of the History of Ideas 62 
(2001), 313-333. 
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beliefs (which entailed, among other things, the rejection of the idea of 
popular sovereignty). In his Companion to the History of the Fatherland 
(first edition 1846) he legitimated the Synod of Dordt by appealing to 
its universality, as a general discussion, in which the whole of Reformed 
Christendom had participated. The Synod in his view had re-instituted 
the doctrines of free grace and justification as the foundation of the 
Christian Church. 

Groens introductory remarks to the section on the Dutch Republic 
are more revealing than his brief discussion of the Synod. He spoke 
in unadulterated religious terms about the “recreation, rejuvenation, 
renewal, ennobling and sanctification” of the fatherland through faith. 
He considered the “purified Gospel” to have “permeated and breathed 
life into the essence of the Nation [ Volkswezen].”® In his characteristically 
nineteenth-century view of history as organic growth, Groen constructed 
a distinctive genetic relationship between the Reformed church and the 
Dutch state and nation. 


The Reformed Church was the centre and core of the Republic. Elsewhere 
the Church was admitted by the State; here the Republic was not merely 
united with the Church, it was born from the Church’s confession. Else- 
where the population became Protestant; here, because of the merging of 
the exiles of many Nations, a Protestant Nation and the national character 
was not forfeited—far from it!—but ennobled and renewed in the Chris- 
tian sense. 


Consequently, “our history, perhaps more than that of any Christian 
Nation, is the narrative of the guidance and wonders of God?® Needless 
to say, the Synod of Dordt was very much part and parcel of this unique 
and miraculous Dutch past. 

Sacralizing the secular was, of course, hardly an activity peculiar to 
orthodox writers. Those standing in the liberal tradition of Ypey and 
Dermout similarly sanctified the nation. Barend Glasius (1805-1886), a 
minister of the Hervormde Kerk, in 1850 published a treatise on Erasmus 
in which he, like Ypey and Dermout, portrayed that sixteenth-century 
church critic as representative of a native Dutch Reformation, charac- 
terized by such attributes as forbearance and pragmatism, as well as a 
focus on the Bible rather than doctrine, and generally keeping the mid- 


$6 G. Groen van Prinsterer, Handboek der geschiedenis van het vaderland (6th ed.; 
Amsterdam, 1895), p. 215 ($264). 

87 Groen van Prinsterer, Handboek, p. 49 ($ 77). 

$8 Groen van Prinsterer, Handboek, p. 55 (§ 84). 

© Groen van Prinsterer, Handboek, p. 67 (§ 105). 
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dle between Augustine and Pelagius.” The Remonstrants, he suggested, 
were the real successors to Erasmus, while the Contra-Remonstrants sup- 
ported an exotic theology imported from Geneva. The idea of a native 
Dutch Reformation typified by moderation was common enough around 
the middle of the century. One finds a similar view among the so-called 
Groningers, a theological movement led, among others, by Petrus Hof- 
stede de Groot (1802-1886), who highly valued the didactic elements 
in the indigenous Dutch (rather than foreign Genevan) Reformation. 
According to liberal Protestants, the Dutch nation had always been heav- 
ily involved in the history of salvation. 

Nineteenth-century liberals, then, integrated the eighteenth-century 
"Protestant principle into a meta-narrative based on the nation. A case 
in point is an anthology of sources published in 1835."! The editors 
reacted to a minor schism in the Hervormde Kerk that had occurred 
in the previous year. They argued that the Synod of Dordt had not laid 
down rules of faith forever. The Synod was not infallible, and its “wisdom, 
holiness and impartiality” were not beyond dispute. To inquire into the 
truth and properly understand the Bible was a ‘Protestant principle, “the 
point of unity for all Christians,” and one to which they should steadfastly 
adhere.” The anthology itself sent out a prejudiced message, the Synod 
and its members being variously charged with claims to infallibility, a 
doubtful penchant for secrecy, and an excess of party spirit, disloyalty and 
rage. The orthodox Calvinists groups that had separated from the main 
body of the church in 1834 naturally did not agree with this appreciation 
of the Synod. They considered themselves the representatives of the true 
church, providentially established in the Netherlands and symbolized 
by the Canones of Dordt. Simon van Velzen (1809-1896), one of the 
separatist leaders, presented this linear view of history in a sermon 
(again, one of very few that appeared in print) commemorating the 
Synod’s 250th anniversary. He traced the lineage of Protestantism directly 
from Wittenberg to Dordt.” 


70 B. Glasius, Verhandeling over Erasmus als Nederlandsch kerkhervormer ('s-Graven- 
hage, 1850). 

7! Gamma der Vinen, Bloemlezing. Geschiedkundige minder algemeen bekende bijzon- 
derheden, betrekkelijk de Nationale Synode te Dordrecht, gehouden in de jaren 1618 en 
1619. Eene ontspannende lectuur voor den tegenwoordigen tijd (Groningen, 1835); Gamma 
der Vinen is a pseudonym of Hendrik Muntingh, Lambertus van Giffen and Anne Tjittes 
Reitsma. 

72 Der Vinen, Bloemlezing, preface, pp. v-vii. 

73 Simon van Velzen, Wittenberg— Wesel—Dordrecht. Leerrede ter gedachtenis aan de 
Kerkhervorming, de Synode van Wesel, en de Synode van Dordrecht van 1618 en 1619 
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Carel Marie van der Kemp (1799-1861), a member of the ‘Réveil; a 
nineteenth-century revival movement, had the wisdom to point out that 
it was impossible to write any history of the Synod in an impartial and 
unprejudiced way. Neither supporters nor opponents of the Reformed 
confessions could escape the bane of bias; he, for one, openly declared 
himself a devotee. He advised his readers to study the sources and to 
judge only on the basis of the factual information they contained. He 
nevertheless strove to counter error with truth, and in particular to 
contradict the “lies” of Ypey and Dermout.”* His main objection to their 
enterprise was their strong suggestion that the Remonstrants had all 
along been closer to the truth than the Calvinists. In three substantial 
volumes he offered an alternative point of view based on a large number 
of quotations drawn from historical documents; the Synod of Dordt itself 
was treated in the third volume. Van der Kemp had no doubt that classical 
Calvinist doctrine was "that which for centuries has been a light unto the 
Netherlands, and from which our land through God's goodness received 
vitality and warmth.” For all his criticism of foregone conclusions, Van 
der Kemp very much continued the debate over the integrity of synodal 
procedures. In 1850 he made a case for the Synod’s necessity, its basis in 
church law, the respectability of its members, and the appropriateness, 
correctness and continuing relevance of its decisions for the Reformed 
church.” 

The aforementioned church historian Glasius was the first writer to 
make an attempt at transcending the rather petty squabbling over evi- 
dence by writing an informed, scholarly history of the Synod.” He had 
planned to write a three-stage study treating the events leading up to the 


(Kampen, 1868). Cf. also H. de Cock, Nieuwe eerezuil voor de Dordsche Synode, opgericht 
op den 250sten gedenkdag van haar opening (Kampen, 1868); Helenius de Cock (1824- 
1895) was another leader of the 1834 secession. 

74 C.M. van der Kemp, De eere der Nederlandsche Hervormde Kerk gehandhaafd tegen 
Ypey en Dermout, 3 vols. (Rotterdam, 1830-1833), 1: vi-ix (preface). 

7 Van der Kemp, De eere der Nederlandsche Hervormde Kerk gehandhaafd, 3: xii 
(preface). 

7$ C.M. van der Kemp, Schets ten betooge van de hooge eerwaardigheid der Dordsche 
Synode van 1618 en 1619, ook nog in den tegenwoordigen tijd (Amsterdam, 1850), p. 3. 

77 Cf. also Matthias Graf, Beiträge zur Kenntniss der Geschichte der Synode von Dor- 
drecht, aus Doktor Wolfgang Meyers und Antistes Johann Jakob Breitingers Papieren gezo- 
gen (Basel, 1825). Written in "den wahren Geist des Christenthums, der, von Zank und 
Verfolgung ganz entfernt, nur Liebe und Verträglichkeit athmet (...),? the study provided 
additional source material, but avoided matters of doctrine (p. v, preface). 
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council, its proceedings, and its effects; unfortunately, he failed to com- 
plete the final volume. His scholarly claim to impartiality supported his 
churchly objective, which was to appease the conflicting parties, warn 
against extremism, and so prevent schism in the contemporary Her- 
vormde Kerk. The seventeenth-century schism, which in its own time 
had been judged too lightly and had not healed even now, could act as 
a warning to the present.’* Van der Kemp soon attacked this liberal rep- 
resentation of history.” 

Lutzen Harmens Wagenaar (1855-1910), a partisan to yet another 
schism in the Reformed Church (this one took place in 1886), presented 
the Synod of Dordt in nineteenth-century organic vein as an historical 
inevitability. The Church of Christ, he wrote, necessarily had to experi- 
ence these worrying events, in order 


to ripen, from the naiveté of a child’s life to the self-conscious life of man. 
This is how we should see the hand of the Lord and the guidance of the 
Spirit in the history of the Great Synod from 1618 to '19.?! 


Meta-historical purpose becomes evident once we examine the out- 
come of an irreversible, and therefore divinely sanctioned, process of 
growth and development in the life of church and nation. Lutzen Wage- 
naar delighted in organic metaphors, including the medical. He pointed 
out, for example, that the "heterogeneous material" that had entered the 
church before 1618 and threatened to poison its blood had to be removed 
with a lancet in order to preserve the "life" of the church itself.?? The 
Synod was, in this sense, important from an international point of view. 
“But in conclusion it must also be seen as God's blessing of our National 
life" As the House of Nassau triumphed over provincialism and safe- 
guarded “the unity of National life,” so the National Synod of Dordt 
confirmed that unity. Harm Bouwman (1863-1933), another 1886 


78 B. Glasius, Geschiedenis der nationale synode, in 1618 en 1619 gehouden te Dordrecht, 
in hare vóórgeschiedenis, handelingen en gevolgen (2 vols.; Leiden, 1860-1861), 1: iii- 
iv. 

7 C.M. van der Kemp, Geschiedenis der Nationale Synode in 1618 en 1619 gehouden 
te Dordrecht, volgens de beschrijving van B. Glasius, predikant te Geertruidenberg, naar de 
waarheid der historie beoordeeld en veroordeeld, 3 vols. (Rotterdam, 1860-1861). 

8° L.H. Wagenaar, Van strijd en overwinning. De groote Synode van 1618 op 19, en wat 
aan haar voorafging. Voor het Christelijk volk beschreven (Utrecht, 1909). 

81 Wagenaar, Van strijd en overwinning, p. 12. 

€? Wagenaar, Van strijd en overwinning, p. 13. 
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separatist, took a similar perspective.** The doctrines of the Synod of 
Dordt stimulated “national life” to an unprecedented degree, he believed, 
only to decline in the eighteenth century; revival only set in around 1834 
(and again in 1886). 

Those who opposed the orthodox schismatics of 1886 incorporated 
the Synod of Dordt into a similar nationalist meta-narrative. Jan Kuiper 
(1865-1943), a mainstream orthodox member of the Hervormde Kerk 
(and therefore a critic of separatists) and a writer of popular books on 
church history, evaluated the Synod of Dordt as follows: 

People regarded it as the completion of the work of the Reformation, while 


others, who did not subscribe to the Reformed truth, were unable to find 
words bitter enough to disparage its work and discredit it.* 


Kuiper regarded the Synod as a main event in the religious history of 
the Dutch nation. His History of the religious and ecclesiastical life of the 
Dutch people (1900), although written “as objectively and impartially as 
possible,’ was meant to show the basic spiritual unity of a Protestant 
nation that had, unfortunately, been subject to schism upon schism. The 
Dutch people of today, he pointed out, angered God, for they lacked 
both knowledge of the Word and knowledge of the providential guidance 
through which He had molded the Netherlands. Alluding to Groen van 
Prinsterer, he insisted that a nation could only be free if it was governed 
according to the basic characteristics (grondtrekken) that defined its 
historical-national existence (historisch volksbestaan). This existence was 
a hallowed one, for history proved that the Dutch nation possessed 
greater nobility than many other nations.*° National character is the 
product of national history, according to Kuiper. He was in fact saying 
that his compatriots ceased to be Dutchmen if they were not aware ofthe 
historical fact that the Synod of Dordt, too, was ineradicably ingrained in 
their consciousness. It is an event to which they were inescapably bound, 
if not by faith, than at least by nationhood and history. For orthodox 
adherents to the mainstream Reformed (Hervormde) church, Calvinism 
of the Dordt variety would long continue to represent the true bond of 
unity of the Dutch nation.? 


84 H. Bouwman, De beteekenis van de Synode van Dordrecht, in De Dordtsche Synode 
van 1618-1619. Ter gedachtenis na driehonderd jaren, ed. H. Bouwman et al. ([Wolvega], 
1918), pp. 3-66. 

85 Jan Kuiper, Geschiedenis van het godsdienstig en kerkelijk leven van het Nederland- 
sche volk (626-1900) (Utrecht, 1900), p. 165. 

86 Kuiper, Geschiedenis van het godsdienstig en kerkelijk leven, pp. vii-viii. 

87 E.g. C.A. Lingbeek, De synode te Dordrecht in 1618/19. Een lezing (Delft, 1937). 
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Kuiper also produced a historical account in 1919, to commemorate 
the Synod’s tercentenary.?? He was not the only one; and in the remainder 
of this section we shall for the sake of completeness examine some pub- 
lications that appeared at various commemorative milestones. Wigger 
Meindersma (1872-1964), a minister from the liberal wing of the Her- 
vormde Kerk who demonstrated a hearty dislike of confessions, regarded 
the Synod of Dordt as a far less important event than 31 October 1517. 
Luther, he wrote in 1919, had been a figure of “world-historical mean- 
ing? Dordt, by contrast, was “an event exclusively of national signifi- 
cance and of extremely little importance for the development of true 
religion? The effects of this dictatorial "Protestant council" —an "after- 
effect of the Roman leaven; and wholly at odds with “the principle of 
Protestantism” —were quite detrimental to the Christian life.? Meinder- 
smas claim to present the history of the Synod with “strict impartiality” 
did not stop him from lamenting that such tyrannical synods had been 
common enough in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. Theologi- 
cally the Synod represented an obsolete, Bible-centred approach to faith. 
Despite his criticism, however, Meindersma did put the regrettable his- 
tory of Dordt into a broader perspective. Dogmatic fundamentalism was, 
he believed, a "necessary phase in the development of Reformed Protes- 
tantism,” enabling “the principle of Protestantism” eventually to come 
into its own. People now realized that it was up to each individual per- 
sonally to develop the Protestant principle (“Where the Lord’s Spirit is, 
there is Freedom”) in his or her own life.?? Ironically, Meindersma tried 
to reconcile the eighteenth-century liberal principle with synodal cleri- 
calism; through the dialectic of nineteenth-century geneticism, synods 
were certified as a historical necessity without which the principle that 
would eventually undermine them could not have come into being. 

Hendrik Kaajan (1879-1940), an orthodox minister in 1914 defended 
a PhD on the pro-acta of Dordt at the Vrije Universiteit, at that time 
a Calvinist institution.?! He also contributed to the 1918 commemora- 
tion of the Synod by publishing a study on its procedures. His account 
was intended as an antidote to the way the Synod had been portrayed 
by noteworthy church historians such as Johannes Reitsma (1837-1902) 
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(for whom the Synod was “a confused, raging conflict” that failed to rec- 
ognize “the great principle of independent inquiry into faith")? and Lau- 
rentius Knappert (1863-1943) (who thought the Synod was a prejudiced 
affair, but this was to be expected, given the clergy’s religious position and 
the unrefined conduct of that time).?? Recognizing that no synod is per- 
fect, Kaajan argued that, given the circumstances, the Synod had acted as 
equitably as it could. In any case, its significance for the church ought to 
be beyond dispute, since it unilaterally defended the sovereignty of God. 
Moreover, the Synod had ended civil and religious discord and "saved the 
unity of the nation"?! 

Also in 1918, Arentinus Hendriks Nieboer (1869-1928), a separatist 
minister of the 1886 schism, held a lecture at a conference of clergy- 
men. Commemorating the Synod of Dordt, he observed, was impor- 
tant for several reasons. First, his own regional synod had suggested 
that a tribute was in order, in "thankful recognition of the rich bless- 
ing" bestowed by God on the Dutch Reformed churches. Second, such 
tributes had become a respectable tradition, with previous commemo- 
rations in 1718 (Leydekker) and 1818 (Schotsman). Moreover, argued 
Nieboer, for a commemoration to be worthy of the name, and to pre- 
vent the fourfold bane of superficiality, ignorance, falsification, and par- 
tiality from again tainting the Synod's reputation, a proper study of the 
historical sources and literature was mandatory.” The many footnotes 
to the printed version of his lecture bear testimony to Nieboer’s attempt 
to produce serious history-writing; but his text is really a Calvinist ser- 
mon of the orthodox variety. Nieboer distinguished a “libertine” current 
in Dutch history from a Calvinist one, and contrasted writers within 
these currents through apposite quotations. He opposed Uytenbogaert 
to Trigland, Ypey to Schotsman, and Glasius to Van der Kemp.” 

Nieboer’s theme was threefold: the struggle from which the Synod 
emerged, its subsequent actions, and its significance to the Reformed 
Church. The historical perspective from which he approached these 
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topics unequivocally employed the nationalist meta-narrative. Thus, he 
portrayed the triumph of sixteenth-century Calvinism in the Nether- 
lands practically as inevitable and preordained. “That Calvinism,” he 
proclaimed, “was suited exactly to the nature, character and needs of 
our people??? Not surprisingly, Nieboer offered a positive evaluation of 
the Synod of Dordt as an event of national importance. First of all, the 
“heroes of faith” who had made the Synod into a success set an example 
to all believers. Hero worship was neither un-Christian nor superstitious; 
it allows us to better esteem the greatness of those forefathers whose sole 
purpose had been to serve the glory of God. Second, from the point of 
view of the nation the effects of the Synod could only be called beneficial. 
This, again, was predestined, since unlike other states the Dutch Republic 
had been brought into being by the church itself; and the one was there- 
fore bound organically to the other. The Synod prevented further disor- 
der and rebelliousness, ensured that the state was capable of retaining 
its independence from Spain, and preserved the unity of the Republic.?? 
Hence the Dutch Golden Age (comparable, says Nieboer, to Greece in 
the age of Pericles) was founded on the Synod of Dordt, while the subse- 
quent decline of the Dutch people followed from their unfaithfulness to 
the Canones.?? 

Two final publications illustrate the enduring attempts to place the 
Synod of Dordt into the broader providential picture. One appeared 
at the 350th anniversary of Dordt, when celebrations were somewhat 
less triumphalist. Willem Frederik Golterman (1898-1990), a Mennon- 
ite preacher and theology professor with a specific interest in ecumenical 
affairs, seems rather to have dampened the 1968 festivities. His speech 
at the opening of the exhibition in Dordrecht amounted to a resound- 
ing condemnation of the Synod as an authoritarian contradiction of the 
catholicity of the Christian church.!?? Indeed, in the light of the self- 
imposed mission of twentieth-century church leaders to impose a sem- 
blance of institutional unity on both domestic and international Chris- 
tendom, the Synod of Dordt could only be seen as an impediment to 
reform. The second publication was a brief overview of the 1574 Synod 
of Dordrecht by Rolf Hendrik Bremmer (1917-1995), a minister and 
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church historian belonging to (yet another) orthodox separatist church. 
His booklet illustrates the tenaciousness of Groen’s view of history. Brem- 
mer was rather non-committal in his attempt to present a summary of 
the bare facts. However, the title alone betrays the author's faith in a 
paradigmatic Protestant nationalism, emphasizing the sixteenth-century 
territory of the incipient national state as the “native soil” from which 
sprouted the “Dutch Reformed Churches.” Using a rather specious dis- 
tinction between “revolution” and “revolt,” Bremmer portrayed the role 
of Calvinism in the Eighty Years’ War asa struggle to do the will of God.!?! 


Conclusion 


On the surface, the historiography of the Synod of Dordt seems to fall 
neatly into two traditions, a libertarian and an orthodox one, both of 
which may be traced to the two parties involved in the synodal con- 
flict itself. In this diachronic perspective, developed and endorsed by 
church historians over almost four centuries, Remonstrants clashed with 
Contra-Remonstrants as liberal Protestants did with orthodox Calvin- 
ists. In the course of time, however, these ideological currents were inte- 
grated into three quite distinct but overlapping meta-narratives. The lat- 
ter attributed meaning to events by relating them to meta-historical prin- 
ciples, each of which endowed the substrate of history with a voluntarist 
element symbolized by providential guidance and divine purpose. The 
first meta-narrative, found primarily in the seventeenth century, was con- 
cerned with the integrity of truth-finding procedures; it permitted each 
contestant to either praise or condemn the Synod of Dordt for not pre- 
serving the moral and spiritual integrity that might be expected from 
any divinely inspired church council. In the second meta-narrative, the 
central notion was the God-sanctioned liberty of human beings to pub- 
licly state what they in conscience believed to be true; this point of view, 
which was prominent especially in the eighteenth century, allowed the 
various parties to either regard the Synod as the coercive instrument of 
an authoritarian establishment or a legal means to organize adherence to 
a specific religious creed. The third meta-narrative, mainly a nineteenth 
and twentieth-century one, saw the nation as the inevitable and therefore 
intended outcome of a complex historical process guided by Providence; 


101 R.H. Bremmer, Uit de geboortegeschiedenis van de Gereformeerde Kerken in Neder- 
land (’s-Gravenhage, Amsterdam, 1977), pp. 13-14. 


MAKING SENSE OF SCHISM 423 


depending on ones standpoint, the Synod of Dordt could be seen as con- 
tributing to the growth of Dutch nationhood or distorting that develop- 
ment. 

Individual writers may still value the ideas that went into each of 
these meta-narratives. But as ways of meaningfully interpreting history, 
they have become all but obsolete. Where does this leave the Synod? 
In an outline of the historical vicissitudes of the doctrine laid down at 
Dordt, the Dutch church historian Jan van den Berg (1922-2003) in 
1987 concluded that the history of dogma *makes us aware of the fact 
that behind the ‘petite histoire’ of various ecclesiastical and theological 
conflicts stands the ‘grande histoire’ of man’s search, through the ages, for 
an answer to the great existential questions of religious life.” Dordt did not 
resolve anything; it could not have, for “no pronouncement of the church 
is definitive, no human formulation has eternal value"? Presumably, we 
should take this to mean that the search for truth is never-ending; that 
in the providential scheme of things it is more important to participate 
in truth finding than actually finding it; and that it is a church historians 
task to describe how these attempts at finding truth have in the past been 
made. 

In effect, Van den Berg conceded that the Synod of Dordt is no 
longer part of any grand narrative. As long as the Synod was integrated 
into historically plausible meta-narratives (such as those concerning the 
integrity of procedures, the liberty of conscience or the life of the nation), 
the Synod of Dordt could be given a meaning and purpose transcend- 
ing the event itself. Where such meta-narratives are lacking, the Synod 
becomes petite histoire. Revisiting the Synod becomes either a scholarly 
end in itself, or a brief return to a site of remembrance cherished by the 
identity-seeking inhabitants of a minor Dutch town,’ or a story told to 
encourage and motivate the initiated. The latter approach involves a the- 
ological meta-narrative, which, I may point out, is not necessarily plau- 
sible in historical terms. We still often find this perspective in popular 
books devoted to Dordt, including many of those discussed in the pre- 
ceding sections. A recent example is a lavishly illustrated overview pub- 
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lished in 1987, in which church historian Willem van ’t Spijker (1926-) 
assumes that the Synod’s contested meaning must be related to the “deep- 
est intentions of the Gospel itself” The Gospel is a Gospel of grace and the 
foolishness of God is wiser than men.'™ In other words, the Synod's real 
significance can be gauged only from the point of view of grace. This is a 
meta-narrative to beat all others; but it makes history irrelevant, as much 
as it is irrelevant to history. Meanwhile, as grande histoire, the tale of the 
Synod of Dordt serves at best to illustrate certain general anthropological 
traits. We could say, as Van den Berg did, that it exemplifies historically 
mans continuing occupation with great existential questions; we could 
just as well refer to the ineradicable human propensity to squabble over 
trivialities. Beyond the pale of the faithful, the Synod of Dordt has no 
deeper meaning. But it is still a very good story to tell. 
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222, 228 

Kemp, Carel Marie van der 416, 417, 
420 

Kendall, George 172 

Kepler, Johann 124 

Knappert, Laurentius 420 

Koch 224 

Koelman, Jacobus 387-390, 394-396 


Kootte, Tanja 337 

Kuiper, Jan 418, 419 

Kuyper, Abraham 219 

Kuyper, Abraham Jr. 219, 220, 222, 
223, 225-227 

Kuyper, Herman Huber xiii, 150, 
219, 221, 222, 225-227, 291, 293, 
306, 307, 321, 323, 326, 327, 329, 
332, 385 


Labadie, Jean de 388 

Lake, Arthur 157 

Lake, Peter 198 

Lansbergius, Petrus, 368 

Latius, Johannes 298 

Laud, William 148, 149 

Ledenberg, Egidius 340, 341, 346 

Léger, Antoine 207 

Leo, Henricus 18 

Lewalter, Ernst 227 

Leydekker, Jacobus 143, 403, 404, 
407, 420 

Leydekker, Melchior 218 

Lieburg, Fred van xii, xiii, 107, 108, 
377. 387, 391, 423 

Limborch, Philip van 47, 141-144, 
154, 161, 402, 403 

Louis XIII 195 

Lubbertus, Sibrandus 22, 64, 87, 135, 
136, 153, 155-157, 187-189, 205, 
220-222, 225-227, 229, 230, 235, 
237, 238, 259, 298, 304, 311, 347 

Luther, Martin, ix, 64, 66, 83, 115, 
260, 419 

Lydius, Balthazar 224, 302 

Lydius, Martinus 6 


Maccovius, Johannes 22, 76, 217- 
241 

Maclaine, Archibald 408 

Maimbourg, Louis 406 

Malderus, Johannes 141 

Manmaker, Adriaen 193 

Marbaut, Pierre 201, 315 

Marck, Johannes a 407 

Marnix of Sint-Aldegonde, Philips of 
375 
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Martinet, Johannes Florentius 409 

Martinius, Matthias 50, 51, 135, 156, 
205, 213, 243 

Maurice of Orange/Nassau, Prince 
X, 9, 181, 186, 191, 194, 204, 273, 
288, 340, 342-345, 347, 348, 355, 
357, 362, 397, 410 

Mayer, Wolgang 107-110, 112, 120, 
129, 130, 224 

Mc Comish, William A. 186, 194 

Mehen, Eilhardus van 303 

Meindersma, Wigger 419 

Meisner, Balthasar 228 

Melanchthon, Philippus 64, 397 

Merritt, Julia F. 110 

Mestrezat, Jean 183 

Mijle, Abraham van der 12 

Mijle, Cornelis van der 195 

Milton, Anthony 110, 164, 171, 181, 
209, 215, 294, 308 

Moels, Geertruyt, 368 

Moersbergen 346 

Molina, Luis de 37, 100, 101 

Montagu, Richard 209 

Mornay, Philip DuPlessis 315 

Morsius, Joachim 127 

Morton, Thomas 157, 173 

Morus, Alexandre 208, 209 

Mosheim, Johann Lorenz 407, 408 

Motley, John L. 181 

Moulin, Pierre du = Molinaeus, 
Petrus 61, 75, 195, 207, 210, 320 

Mouw, Dirk 19 

Mulerius, Nicolaus 398 

Muller, Frederik 336 

Muller, Richard A. 24-26, 88, 102 

Munck (Munk), Peter (Peder) 110, 
111 

Muntingh, Hendrik 415 

Murdison, John 52 


Nagel, Paul 123, 124, 130 

Nassau, Maria van 4 

Nassau, Maurice of, see Maurice, 
Prince 

Nassau-Dillenberg, William Louis of 
204 


Naunton, Robert 140, 154, 190, 204 

Nethenus, Matthias 219 

Neuheuser, Wilhelm Eo 123 

Nieboer, Arentinus Hendriks 420, 
421 


Oldenbarnevelt, Johan van x, 181, 
185, 191, 193, 199, 203, 269, 340- 
342, 345-348, 355, 357. 358, 397, 
405, 406, 409, 410 

Oosterzee, H.M.C. van 13 

Overall, John 173 

Ovid 58 

Owen, John 218 


Paraeus, David 220, 271 

Parker(us), Thomas 22, 76-78, 220, 
223, 224 

Parma, Duke of 3 

Patterson, William B. 

Pauli, Gerardus 4, 7 

Pearson, John 140, 142 

Pelagius 415 

Perkins, William 23, 30, 33, 38-45, 
91 

Perrot, Charles 187 

Peters, Robert 136 

Petersen, Peter 227 

Phigius 25 

Philalethius, Ireneus, see Teellinck, 
Eeuwout 

Philopater, Alexius, see Teellinck, 
Eeuwout 

Piccolomino 53 

Pierce, Thomas 138, 139, 141, 142 

Piscator, Antonius 220 

Piscator, Johannes 185, 207, 208, 211 

Pitassi, Cristina 181 

Pitiscus, Bartholomaeus 123 

Plato 53, 57, 59, 66, 71 

Plaustrarius, Johann, see Kárcher, 
Johannes 

Plotinus 53 

Polyander, Johannes 53, 187, 208, 
279, 281, 283, 284, 298-301 

Pontoppidan, Erich 109, 110, 112, 
129 
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Poppius, Eduard 85, 99, 205 
Potvliet, Massaeus 406 
Poyssel, Eustachius 123 
Prynne, William 163 
Puteanus, Erycius 398 


Ramus, Petrus 55, 64, 65, 67 
Reitsma, Anne Tjittes 415 
Reitsma, Johannes 419 
Rembrandt 217 

Rex, Walter 211 

Reynolds, Edward 138 
Ridderus, Franciscus 389 
Rijckewaert, Theophilus 187 
Rivet, André 195, 215 
Robinson, John, 369, 371 
Rocca, Theodora 202 
Rolandus, Jacobus 187, 298 
Romanus, Adrianus 286 
Rooden, Peter van 364 
Ruler, Han van 81, 227 
Rutimeyerus, Marcus 302 
Ruyl, Henricus 143 


Sadeel 22 

Saftleven, C. 357 

Samuels, Gisbertus 1-22 

Sarasin, Jean 204, 212 

Sarpi, Paolo 192, 214 

Sasburgh, Thomas van 388 

Savonarola, Girolamo 123 

Scheibler, Christoph 228 

Schotsman, Nicolaas 411, 412, 420 

Scotus, John Duns 53, 65, 68, 71, 
229 

Scultetus, Abraham 22, 135, 136, 
156, 195, 205, 206, 225, 246, 248, 
298, 305, 319, 320 

Sibelius, Caspar 150, 219, 263, 292, 
300, 302, 303, 321 

Simon, Ulrich 113 

Sinnema, Donald xiii, 49, 52, 76, 
85, 142, 150, 154, 156, 159, 181, 
183, 207, 208, 215, 221, 264, 265, 
281-285, 288, 289, 294 

Slatius, Henricus 84, 266, 267, 272, 
286 


Snellius, Willebrordus 398 

Snoddy, Richard 167 

Socinus, Faustus 82 

Socrates 65 

Sperber, Julius 123 

Spijker, W. van 't 337, 424 

Spiljardus, Johannes 386 

Sprint, John 369 

Sprunger, Keith L. 63, 72 

Stampelius, Georg 113, 127, 128 

Starck, Caspar Heinrich 113, 117, 
119, 132 

Staricius, Johann 127 

Steenkist, Gualtherus Hansonis van 
220 

Steinius, Paulus 22 

Stipriaan, René van xii 

Stolk, Abraham van 336 

Studion, Simon 123 

Suarez, Franciscus 53, 67, 75, 225, 
227 

Symerts, Walech 7 

Sytsma, David 23 


Tayus, Johannes 13, 14, 21 

Teellinck, Eeuwout 371-379, 
382, 386-388, 390, 392- 
396 

Teellinck, Joos 375 

Teellinck, Maximiliaan 393, 396 

Teellinck, Willem 375-383, 385- 
388, 390, 392-396 

Tegneus, Tobias 51 

Teting, Nicolaus 127, 130 

Thysius, Antonius 22, 53, 187, 224, 
279,281 

Tijckmaekers, Nicolaes 329 

Tilenus, Daniel 91, 92, 141, 184, 386, 
387 

Timmerman, Aerent 3 

Todd, Margo 161 

Toletatus 53 

Tossanus, Paulus 301 

Trelcatius, Lukas (senior) 22, 227 

Trelcatius, Lukas (junior) 227 

Trigland, Jacobus 217, 298, 319, 401, 
402, 407, 420 
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Tronchin, Theodore 150, 155, 185, 
186, 190-195, 199, 200, 202-206, 
208-214, 292, 300, 301 

Turrettini, Bénédict 190-192, 197- 
199, 201-203, 206-208, 213-215 


Udemans, Godefridus 319, 392 

Uil, Huib 3 

Ursinus, Zacharias 271 

Ussher, James 163-179 

Uytenbogaert, Johannes 53, 84, 85, 
99, 183-185, 187-190, 200, 201, 
218, 341, 346, 363, 364, 366, 376, 
386, 400, 402 


Vedelius, Nicolaus 228 

Velde, Abraham van der 404, 405 

Velzen, Simon van 415 

Venator, Adolphus 83, 84 

Venema, Cornelis P. 265 

Verboom, C. 265 

Verboom, Willem 289 

Vignier, Nicolas 210 

Vleeschouwer [Vleeschauwer], Joos 
de 20, 21 

Voetius, Gisbertus 22, 76, 218, 219, 
302, 385, 387-390, 392, 396 

Vondel, Joost van den 270, 287, 340, 
357 

Vorst(ius), Conrad(us) 22, 83-87, 
203, 332, 346, 347 

Vos, Antonie 232 

Vosbergen (Vosbergius), Josias 319, 
385 

Vossius, Gerardus 53 


Wael, Adolf de 340 
Wagenaar, Jan 409 
Wagenaar, Lutzen Harmens 417 


Walaeus, Antonius 50, 52-63, 66, 68, 
75> 77> 78, 96, 187, 193, 279, 281, 
298, 319 

Walaeus, Johannes 52 

Walker (Walcker, Busch, Brusch), 
Anna 109-132 

Ward, Samuel 150, 155, 157, 160, 
168, 171, 174-176, 178, 179, 
212, 213, 215, 293, 294, 299- 
301 

Waser, Joannes Henricus 153 

Waser, Kaspar 153, 190, 191 

Water, Jona te 13 

Weigel, Valentin 124 

Welsing, Henricus 82-84 

Wesselius, Johannes 407 

Whately, William 370 

Wielema, Michiel 19 

Wiggertsz., Cornelis 266 

Willem Lodewijk 347, 362 

Willemsz, Pauwels 21 

William of Orange, Prince ix, 4 

Willibrord 399 

Witsius, Herman 289 

Witt, William G. 24 

Womock, Laurence 137, 138, 140, 
141, 154, 161 

Wren, Matthew 140 

Wyngaert, Wilhelmus Johannis 220 


Ypey, Annaeus 410, 411, 414, 416, 
420 


Zabarella, Jacopo 53 
Zanchius, Jerome 22, 271 
Ziegler, Philipp 130 
Zutphen, Hendrik van ix 
Zwingli, Ulrich 153 
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Affections, human 46, 86, 87, 89, 97, 
102, 103-104, 106, 259, 269 

Anglicans 130, 138 

Anthropology 36, 81-106, 230, 238, 
239-240, 241 
essential and accidental level 239 
faculty psychology 82, 86-106, 
239 

Antichrist 123 

Archives Tronchin 155, 186, 192, 
193, 202, 203, 209, 210, 212, 213, 
292, 300, 303, 313, 332 

Aristotelianism 49-63, 66, 67, 68, 71, 
228, 238 

articuli 82, 85, 91, 92, 94, 96, 99, 293, 
294, 322 
“Articles” 322, 323 

Atonement x, 37, 140, 142, 144, 147, 
155, 165, 168, 169, 172, 173, 175, 
177, 178, 182, 183, 187, 211, 212, 
215, 243, 253 

Authorship of sin (auctor peccati) 26, 
29, 32, 33. 34) 37> 38, 77, 230, 235, 
236, 237, 241, 251, 252, 254 


Baptism xi, 254, 261-290 

Belgic Confession 1, 2, 4, 8, 9, 11, 12, 
18, 19, 81, 82, 139, 188, 269, 313, 
314, 325, 326, 327, 328, 329, 330, 
332, 370 

Bremen delegation xi, 87, 89, 95, 98, 
135, 136, 152, 156, 158, 159, 183, 
191, 195, 198, 201, 205, 208, 212, 
214, 224, 243, 278, 281, 289, 301, 
302, 304, 305, 306, 407 

British delegation xi, xiii, 89, 98, 105, 
136, 137, 138, 139, 140, 141, 142, 
144, 145, 146, 147, 149, 150, 152, 
153, 155, 156, 157, 158, 159, 160, 
161, 164, 168, 173, 174, 176-178, 
182, 183, 203, 205, 207, 211, 212, 
213, 247, 276, 277, 293, 294, 296, 


297, 298, 299, 301, 302, 303, 304, 
305, 306, 307, 310, 311, 315, 319, 
320 

Brouwershaven 13-16, 17, 20, 21, 22 

Brownists 371, 406 

Bugenhagen Bible 115, 118, 119 


Canons of Dordt xi, 1, 50, 52, 57, 60, 
72, 79, 98, 137, 138, 139, 144, 147, 
149, 150, 153, 154, 155, 159, 161, 
164, 165, 175, 178, 181, 183, 184, 
185, 186, 195, 203, 208, 210, 211, 
212, 213, 215, 243-333, 340, 365, 
381, 382, 391 
"Canons" 315, 316, 317, 319, 320, 
321, 322, 323, 331, 332 
Canons drafting committee 154, 
155, 248, 291, 292, 293, 297, 298, 
299, 301, 302, 303, 305, 306, 307, 
310, 311, 322, 332 
Canons, preface of 323 
Conclusion of the Canons 159, 
253, 254, 257, 292, 293, 305, 306, 
311, 323 
Drafts of the Canons of Dordt 85, 
291-311 

Cause free or natural 75, 233 
of sin 34, 38, 77, 236, 241 
physical and moral 58, 77, 223, 
226 

Chiliasm, chiliasts, chiliastic thought 
112, 122, 123, 124, 125, 126, 127, 
129, 131, 132, 133 

Christian holidays 388-390, 394- 
396 

Christology 25, 169 

Chronology 125, 126, 163 

Chronology of the drafting of the 
Canons 310-311 

Church discipline 10, 11, 157, 199, 
201, 205, 214, 256, 320, 324, 332, 
372-373, 380, 388, 394-395 
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Church Order (1586) 327 

Church Order of Dordt 327, 382, 
387, 389-390, 395, 396 

Church Order of Zeeland (1591) 2, 
10, 11 

Civil delegates 297, 298, 306, 314, 
319, 321, 325 

Classis of Amsterdam 2, 7 

Classis of Bommel 272 

Classis of Brielle 5, 4, 19 

Classis of Dendermonde 3 

Classis of Dordrecht 329 

Classis of Eeklo 3 

Classis of Franeker 219, 220, 221, 
223, 224 

Classis of Leiden 1, 330 

Classis of Nijmegen 272 

Classis of Schouwen-Duiveland 3, 
16 

Classis of Tholen 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 
11, 12, 13, 15, 16, 17, 368 

Classis of Waas 3 

Classis of Walcheren 8, 9, 13, 16, 17, 
92, 99 

collegium qualificatum 10, 368 

comet 108, 347, 359, 360, 361, 397, 
398, 399 

Common Reformed confession 194, 
320 

concurrence (concursus) 42, 43, 51, 
78 

Conference of The Hague (1611) 82, 
83, 85, 97, 99, 101, 102, 169, 200, 
269, 289 

Confessio Gallicana 196, 211 

Confessional standards 2, 313, 325, 
327, 328, 330, 332 

Confessionalization 313 

Contra-Remonstrance of 1611 x 

Convent of Wezel 328 

Conversion x, 26, 30, 43, 78, 96, 105, 
107, 108, 109, 126, 129, 130, 239, 
244, 261, 268, 377 

Council of Orange (529) 101 

Council of Trent 101, 198, 214, 332 

Covenant 30, 31, 36, 37, 43, 121, 
173, 262, 263, 265, 267, 268, 269, 


270, 277, 278, 279, 281, 282, 283, 
285, 288-290 

Creation 25, 26, 29-31, 36, 37, 38, 
40, 42, 56, 60, 61, 68, 69, 70, 82, 
88, 97, 98, 100, 101, 125, 163, 207, 
208, 209, 210, 231, 232, 233, 234, 
235, 241, 259 


Danish 111, 119 

Decree (divine) x, 29, 31, 32, 33, 35, 
36, 38, 44, 46, 51, 60, 63, 71, 73> 
74» 75> 77> 78, 92; 95, 166, 169, 
208, 209, 210, 225, 230, 231, 233, 
234, 235, 249, 252, 261, 267, 270, 
272, 276, 288, 290, 296, 407 
ad intra and ad extra dimension, 
231, 234 
essential and contingent, 234- 
235 

Delegates from theological faculties 
Xi, 52, 86, 98, 99, 156, 281, 301, 
383, 384, 385 

Deluge 125, 126 

Depravity (human) x, 93, 253, 259 

Determinism, 49, 51, 217, 230, 233, 
235,241 

Deux-Aes Bible 115, 118 

docta ignorantia (learned ignorance) 
60 

Dordrecht, Synod of (see Synod of 
Dordt) 

Drenthe, delegates from 86, 89, 153, 
155, 280, 281, 289 

Dublin 167, 173, 175, 176 


Eighty Years’ War xii, 405, 422 

Election 1, 11, 18, 29, 34, 35, 36, 44, 
45, 50, 51, 62, 63, 73, 74, 75, 76, 
95, 188, 207, 210, 212, 224, 237, 
238, 243, 244, 246, 247, 249, 250, 
251, 252, 253, 255, 256, 257, 259, 
261, 262, 263, 264, 265, 266, 268, 
269, 270, 271274, 275, 276, 277, 
278, 279, 280, 281, 282, 283, 284, 
285, 288, 289, 290, 296, 297, 322, 
349, 382 
fruits of 249, 250, 255, 263 
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Emden delegation xi, 85, 86, 87, 90, 
91, 92, 93, 94, 95, 96, 97, 98, 99, 
100, 103, 104, 105, 106, 195, 202, 
203, 317, 379 

Emmanuel College 166 

Epicurean(ism) 51, 55, 57, 59 

Episcopacy 139, 175, 389 


Faith, foreseen (fides praevisa) 44, 
50, 51, 62, 74, 75, 76, 77, 78, 261, 
276 

Fall 13, 20, 21, 29, 30, 31, 32, 34, 36, 
38, 56, 82, 85, 88, 89, 93, 98, 99, 
100, 101, 102, 103, 104, 106, 237, 
238, 239, 240, 248, 259, 267, 268 

Fate 49, 59, 233 

Five Articles 1, 72, 81, 84, 85, 175, 
189, 195, 244, 247, 292, 293, 294, 
295, 300, 304, 313, 314, 315, 316, 
317, 318, 319, 320, 323, 325, 326, 
331 

Foreknowledge of God 37, 58, 

60, 61, 75, 229 (see also faith, 
foreseen) 

Form of subscription 325, 326, 327, 
329, 330, 332 

“Forms of Unity” 313, 325, 328, 329, 
330, 332 

Four-state model, 89, 95, 239-240 

Franeker xi, 6, 64, 66, 76, 87, 187, 
219, 220, 221, 222, 223, 224, 227, 
228, 229, 298, 347, 361 

Freedom (liberty, human) 24, 26, 29, 
36, 38, 40, 43, 51, 57, 59, 60, 62, 
73> 75, 77> 78, 83, 94; 95, 96, 97, 
98, 230, 240, 241, 259 
from coercion, 230 
libertas exercitii 59 
libertas specificationis 59 
of contradiction/contrariety, 59, 
240 
second degree of 26 

Friesland 12, 189, 220, 222, 224, 226, 
327, 347 
causa frisica 217-241 
delegates from 85, 87, 91, 96, 98 
synod of 220 


Further Reformation, 377-378, 382, 
386, 388, 390-393, 395-396 

Future contingents (futura contin- 
gentia) 51, 61, 67 


Geistliches Ministerium, Lübeck 
113, 121, 125 
Gelderland 12, 85, 348 
Gelderland delegation 86, 94, 95, 96, 
97, 155, 301, 302, 303, 322 
Geneva 24, 54, 116, 228, 270, 275, 
292, 303, 415 
Academy of, 6 
Bible 116, 126, 127 
delegates from xi, 150, 152-153, 
155, 157, 181-215, 246, 257, 278, 
292, 298, 299, 300, 301, 302, 304 
Gifts in the human soul (dona 
spiritualia, etc.) 29, 44, 88-89, 
92, 97, 98-102, 105, 106, 259 
God (see also Providence) 
doctrine of, attributes of 25, 28- 
29, 36, 240 
Father 73, 175, 276, 290, 371 
free knowledge of 232 
freedom 30, 31, 36, 40, 59, 231, 
232, 275 
goodness 29, 30, 31, 32, 36, 37, 
39, 42, 43, 416 
holiness of 74 
Holy Spirit 43, 45, 82, 107, 108, 
112, 122, 129, 130, 132, 226, 244, 
249, 250, 255, 259, 267, 276, 389, 
403, 404, 419 
intellect/ foreknowledge 46, 51, 
58, 60, 61, 63, 69, 75, 78, 232, 272, 
283, 285 
justice of 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34; 
35. 36, 37. 39. 40, 41, 42, 43, 45, 
46, 47, 252, 254, 259, 269, 272 
mercy of 30, 238, 256, 259, 269, 
282, 287 
middle knowledge 37, 75, 78, 233 
natural knowledge of 23 
power/ omnipotence of 32, 36, 40, 
41-42, 46, 47> 60, 61, 63, 73 75, 
78, 188 
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God (cont.) 
simplicity 29, 35, 73 
Son 34, 73, 169, 276, 371 
right of 40-41, 252, 275, 278, 280 
Trinity 270 
will of 29, 33, 35, 36, 40, 41, 42, 
46, 47, 50, 51, 64, 73, 74, 77, 121, 
169, 207, 225, 232, 233, 235, 236, 
238, 251, 263, 284, 285, 288, 290, 
413 
wisdom of 31, 35, 41, 60, 70, 256, 
424 
Grace 13, 22, 26, 27, 38, 42, 44, 70, 
84, 86, 88, 89, 90, 91, 92, 93, 95, 
102, 104, 105, 115, 130, 166, 204, 
224, 248, 249, 255, 256, 261, 268, 
357. 414, 424 
common and peculiar grace 45, 
92, 104 
covenant of 262, 263, 268, 279, 
283, 285, 288-290 
efficacy of x, 38, 45 
election to 238 
first grace 90, 92. 
further grace 91, 92, 93, 104 
irresistible grace 104, 188, 253, 
259 
Kingdom of 123 
means of 35, 251, 256 
resistible grace 25, 37, 43, 44, 45, 
82, 102-103, 104 
sufficient grace 38, 43, 44, 45, 104 
supernatural grace 91 
universal 174, 188, 211 
Groningen xi, 368, 385, 398 
delegation 86, 90, 91, 92, 93, 96, 
97, 98, 99, 105 
Grote Kerk of Dordrecht xi, 213, 
325, 340 


Hard sayings 293, 305, 306, 315 

Harderwijk xi, 53, 224 

Heavenly Jerusalem 124 

Heidelberg Catechism 2, 15, 21, 22, 
103, 188, 257, 290, 313, 314, 325, 
326, 327, 328, 329, 330, 332, 382, 
384 


Hesse delegation xi, 86, 89, 90, 91, 
94, 98, 99, 105, 106, 150, 158, 159, 
183, 186, 208, 280, 301, 302, 304, 
305, 306, 316 

High German 113, 114, 117, 118 

Hof, het (the Court) in Dordrecht, 
ix, xii 

Humanism, humanist 24, 49, 50, 51, 
56, 57, 62, 63, 64, 65, 66, 70, 71, 
72,75, 227 

Hypothetical universalism, doctrine 
of 166, 168, 170, 171, 172, 173, 
174, 175, 176, 177, 178, 211 


Ignorance 62, 64, 398, 420 
ignorantia terminorum 226 

Image of God (imago Dei) 42, 56, 
259 

Infra- and supralapsarianism, 6, 
31, 32, 185, 208, 209, 210, 215, 
219, 222, 225, 226, 237-238, 268, 
288 

Intellect, human 56, 58, 60, 68, 77, 
82, 86, 87, 89-95, 98, 102, 103, 
104, 105, 106, 379 

Intellectualism 88, 105 

Ireland 163, 176, 177, 179 

Irish Articles (1615) 164, 165, 176 

Irish Privy Council 177 


Jesuits 25, 75, 78, 100, 135, 196, 205, 
223, 226, 227, 398, 406 

Jews, conversion of 107, 108, 109, 
129, 130 

judicia (judicium) 83, 85, 219, 225, 
226, 245, 246, 247, 248, 257, 258, 
259, 260, 281, 284, 285, 295, 316, 
317, 318, 319, 320, 321, 322, 323, 
331, 379 

Justification 169, 188, 371, 372, 383, 
402, 414 


Kampen, Remonstrants from 158 

King James Version 118 

Kloveniersdoelen in Dordrecht xi, 
225 
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Last Judgment 107, 108, 109, 121, 
122, 124, 128, 129, 130, 131, 
132 

Latin 6, 8, 54, 63, 72, 83, 84, 118, 
119, 123, 136, 142, 143, 145, 163, 
192, 197, 218, 221, 229, 257, 263, 
276, 291, 306, 319, 325, 331, 338, 
343, 368 

Law 20, 30, 31, 35, 36, 38, 40, 51, 55, 
275, 375, 377» 385, 397, 416 
eternal 36, 40 
natural law 64, 77 

Leiden x, xi, 1, 17, 24, 49, 50, 52, 53, 
55, 57, 61, 64, 74 81, 191, 193, 
195, 223, 227, 267, 286, 288, 329, 
299, 330, 340, 348, 349, 350, 351, 
368, 375, 377. 385, 398, 407 

Liberal Calvinism 181 

limbus infantium 262 

Lincolns Inn 169, 170 

Liturgical forms 388 

London 110, 111, 128, 171, 172, 177 

Lord's Supper 13, 14, 15, 16, 114, 390 

Low German 113, 114, 115, 116, 
117, 118, 119, 132 

Luther Bible 115 

Lutherans 65, 113, 116, 119, 120, 
122, 123, 124, 125, 127, 129, 131, 
132, 178, 191, 213, 224, 228, 248, 
258, 296, 328, 407 


Manicheans 33, 72, 218 

Mennonites 7, 18 409, 421 

Metaphysics 52, 53, 56, 66, 67, 68, 
205, 220, 223, 227-230, 231, 237, 
241 

Middelburg xi, 1, 5, 9, 16, 52, 53, 54 
171, 266, 367, 368, 375, 377, 378, 
381, 385, 393, 394, 395, 398, 403 

Millenarianism (see Chiliasm) 

Moderation, moderate 51, 53, 60, 61, 
62, 72; 75, 79, 138, 139, 144, 145, 
149, 154, 157, 158, 176, 178, 182, 
183, 184, 196, 197, 198, 203, 205, 
206, 214, 247, 282, 316, 400, 402, 
409, 412, 415 


Nassau-Wetterau (Wetteravia), 
delegates from xi, 95, 105, 158, 
191, 203, 208, 278 

Natural light (lumen naturale, etc.) 
90, 91, 94, 104, 105 

Necessity 27, 29, 32; 35, 36; 37, 38, 
82, 95, 213, 229, 261, 370, 373. 
378, 379, 395, 416 
absolute 230, 231, 233, 304-305 
and contingency 229, 231 
historical 419 
hypothetical 231, 238, 305 
irresistible 39 
natural 68, 77 
of coercion 37, 62, 77; 230 
of the consequence and of the 
consequent 62, 77, 230, 231, 236 
physical 230 

North Holland delegation 85, 86, 90, 
93, 96, 98, 101, 155, 302 

Novelty (innovations) 75, 148, 188, 
257, 369, 370, 397, 412 


Original sin 32, 43, 82, 261-262, 
265, 266, 270, 272273, 275, 278, 
280, 281 

Oud Synodaal Archief 150, 206, 220, 
223, 225, 291, 292, 294, 316 

Overijssel delegation 89, 93, 96, 98, 
150, 189, 219, 277, 280, 282, 290, 
292, 299, 300, 302, 306 


Palatinate delegation xi, 86, 89, 90, 
91, 103, 105, 152, 153, 156, 158, 
195, 202, 203, 208, 243, 246, 247, 
248, 251, 252, 253, 254, 255, 256, 
257, 258, 259, 260, 278, 284, 285, 
288, 289, 298, 299, 301, 302, 305, 
315, 316, 317, 318, 320, 407 

Particular redemption 165, 168, 170, 
172, 176 (see also atonement) 

Passivity, human (in regeneration) 
105 

Pelagian(s), Pelagianism, semi- 
Pelagian(s) 25, 39, 44, 56, 72, 88, 
91, 184, 188, 194, 196, 224, 257, 
258, 261, 406, 415 
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Perfectibility 12, 18, 22 
Permission; as affirmative act of 
divine willing 235 
as actus mixtus 235 
as effective willing 236 
of sin 33, 51, 223, 235, 236, 237 
Perseverance (of the Saints) x, 186, 
188, 205, 247, 253, 259, 268 
Philosophy 49-79, 87, 96, 229, 241, 
387 
Pietism, Reformed 377 
Piety 65, 253, 254, 257, 373, 374. 
377. 380, 388, 391, 392, 405 
practice of piety 66, 382-383, 387, 
389, 391-392, 394-395 
pre-Reformation piety 392 
Puritan piety 386 
relation doctrine—life 391 
Platonism (Neoplatonism) 50, 53, 
69, 70, 71 
Political delegates xi, 158, 200, 357 
Political pressure 390, 394, 396 
Pope (Popery) 66, 100, 171, 257, 
262, 339, 343; fall of 123 
Prayer 21, 27, 243, 254, 263, 272, 
273, 276, 286, 289, 290, 371, 376, 
403, 404 
predestination x, 1, 2, 6, 7, 9, 14, 17, 
18, 19, 23, 25, 26, 27, 28, 31, 32, 
37. 39, 50, 54, 57, 61, 62, 63, 73, 
74» 75, 77, 81, 107, 108, 109, 129, 
130, 131, 138, 173, 175, 178, 187, 
188, 208, 209, 210, 217, 218, 230, 
234, 238, 246, 247, 248, 261, 262, 
267, 268, 269, 270, 274, 275, 282, 
288, 316, 317, 358, 374, 401, 412, 
413 
object of 34-36, 223-224, 225, 
226, 238 
and contingency 234-235 
of means 238 
to glory 238 
to sin 223 
Presbyterian(ism) 175, 176, 408 
Prints 115, 366 
allegories 342-347 
emblems 357-364 


newsprints 338-342 
satire 347-357 

Protestant principle 409, 410, 411, 
415, 419 

Providence (divine) 25, 33, 51, 57, 
58, 59, 61, 62, 63, 67, 77, 78, 229, 
230, 235, 236, 237; 290, 399, 402, 
404, 405, 410, 411, 413, 415, 418, 
421, 422, 423 

Pure nature (in puris naturalibus) 
100-101 

Puritan(ism), 18, 63, 67, 130, 163, 
167, 168, 170, 177, 369, 375, 
377-378, 382, 384, 386, 388, 
406 


Ramism 50, 64, 66-71 

Reformation, of faith 371 
of morals 371-373, 378-379, 382, 
392, 394 
of piety 386, 392 
of the Church 400 
of the will 76 

Reformation ix, 10, 57, 64, 152, 181, 
189, 260, 366, 383, 391-392, 
400, 408, 410, 414, 415, 418 (cf. 
Further Reformation) 

Regeneration 21, 26, 27, 76, 87, 89, 
99, 102, 104, 105, 188, 223, 226, 
255, 256, 259, 273 

Rejection of errors 98, 254, 258, 294, 
296, 297, 303, 306, 320, 321, 322, 
323, 329, 331, 332, 333 

Remonstrance (1610) x, 1, 24, 50, 63, 
72, 81, 82, 83, 84, 85, 86, 87, 90, 
96, 101, 189, 244, 268, 269, 280, 
313, 316, 347; 379 

Remonstrants at Dordt 158, 314, 
318, 324, 332 

Reprobation 29, 32, 34, 35, 36, 37, 
38, 44, 45, 51, 92, 185, 206, 207, 
208, 210, 211, 246, 247, 251, 252, 
253, 254, 257, 259, 261, 263, 277, 
279, 280, 281, 282, 284, 289, 296, 
297, 332 

Roman Catholic Church 198, 262, 
361, 376 
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Rosicrucianism, Rosicrucians 124, 
127, 130 


Sabbath 367, 369-371, 381-386, 
394-395 

Salvation x, 11, 22, 24, 30, 35, 38, 39, 
44, 56, 62, 73, 74, 78, 88, 104, 106, 
130, 166, 168, 188, 211, 225, 244, 
246, 250, 255, 259, 261, 262, 263, 
265, 269, 271, 273, 276, 278, 279, 
280, 282, 283, 284, 288, 407, 411, 
413, 415 

Sanctification 18, 188, 371, 382, 383, 
391, 414 

Scholastic, scholasticism xiii, 25, 33, 
53555, 56, 62, 64, 65, 66, 72; 73; 
75, 76, 78, 79, 182, 185, 205, 206, 
218, 223, 224, 226-227, 229, 230, 
231, 237, 239, 240, 245, 246, 253, 
259, 260, 296, 304, 305, 321 

Sensus compositus-divisus, 237 

Sentence of the Remonstants 203, 
324, 325, 332 

Sidney Sussex College 153, 171, 174, 
293 

Sin 21, 22, 26, 27, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 
34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 42, 43, 
44, 46, 47,51; 77, 82, 86, 88-90, 
94, 95, 97, 98, 100, 101, 102, 104, 
105, 165, 169, 170, 208, 211, 223, 
225, 235-237, 238, 240, 241, 248, 
250, 251, 252, 254, 255, 258, 259, 
260, 261, 266, 267, 270, 272, 273, 
274, 275, 276, 286, 369, 374, 379 

Socinianism 81, 82, 203, 224, 234, 
241 

South Holland delegation 85, 86, 87, 
89, 90, 98, 104, 155, 277, 278, 280, 
281, 297, 298, 301, 302, 319, 325, 
326 

Statenbijbel (1637) xi, xiii, 115 

Statencollege 92, 330 

States General x, xi, 1, 84, 139, 160, 
188, 189, 190, 191, 193, 195, 197, 
200, 213, 295, 297, 306, 314, 318, 
320, 321, 323, 324, 325, 329, 332, 
338, 340, 342, 348, 355, 380, 397 


Stoa (Stoicism) 51, 57, 59, 233 

Subscription 50, 303, 304, 306, 311, 
313, 323, 324, 325, 326, 327, 328, 
330, 332 

Swiss delegation xi, 86, 87, 98, 105, 
107, 147, 150, 152, 153, 195, 219, 
224, 262, 277, 278, 282, 292, 299, 
300, 301, 302, 304, 315, 316, 318, 
407 

Synod of Dordt passim 
Acta 83, 85, 98, 145, 154, 155, 
182, 197, 217, 244, 278, 281, 282, 
285, 288, 291, 295, 329 
Acta authentica 319, 321, 326, 332. 
agenda xi, 224, 314, 320, 324 
English commentators on 144 
post-acta xi, xiii, 150, 219, 225, 
291, 307, 321, 323, 326, 329, 332, 
385 
pro-acta xi, xiii, 108, 150, 263, 419 
procedure 144, 152, 184, 202, 214, 
224, 315, 317, 318, 321, 399, 401, 
402, 403, 405, 406, 412, 416, 419, 
422, 423 

Synods, other (see also Council) 
of Carthage (418) 261 
of Emden (1571) ix 
of Gelderland 272, 273 
of South Holland 2, 13, 14, 329, 
330, 386 
of Zeeland (1588) 5; (1591) 2, 
10-12 
National Synod of Dordrecht 
(1578) ix, 1 
National Synod of Middelburg 
(1581) 1 
National Synod of The Hague 
(1586) x, 1, 2, 10 
Provincial Synod of Holland and 
Zeeland (1574) ix 

Synodal discipline 199, 201, 205, 214 


Theocrat, 382, 388, 395-396 

Thirty-Nine Articles 165, 176 

Thomistic, Thomism 32, 58, 71 

Twelve Years' Truce x, 18, 335, 348, 
357. 374 
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Utrecht delegation 86, 93, 94, 98, 99, Free will (liberum arbitrium) 12, 
102, 103, 105, 247, 279, 281, 317 18, 20, 21, 22, 24, 25, 27, 29, 33, 
38, 45> 61, 73>77> 78, 88, 89, 94- 
Walloon churches x, xi, 193, 341, 98, 103, 188, 239, 240, 349 
357, 362, 363, 364, 365 
Walloon delegates xi, 87, 96, 101, Zeeland delegation 86, 98, 99, 102, 
106, 364 106, 302, 317, 383-385 
Westminster Confession of Faith Zürich, Zentralbibliothek 153, 190, 
164, 165 282, 292, 315 


Will, human 59, 60, 61, 62, 76, 78, 
82, 88, 94-103, 105, 106 


